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UPON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  DECISIONS  OF  REVISING  BARRISTERS, 
ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN  THE 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 

lie 

3fiitjjMlmaii,  Blarq  nnb  (Bnsin  <f nrasf, 

IN  THE 

ELEVENTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


Borough  of  Bewdlbt. 

EDWARD  PALMER,  Appellant,  GBARLES  ALLEN,  Respondent. 
CHARLES  WATSON,  Appellant,  WILLIAM  COTTON,  Respondent. 
CHARLES  WATSON,  Appellant,  FRANCIS  PITT,  Respondent. 

Nov.  11. 

The  court  will  not  permit  paper-books  on  appeals  under  the  7  &>  8  Vict.  c.  18,  to  be  delivered 
after  the  proper  time,  without  an  affidayit  assigning  some  sufficient  excuse  for  the  default. 

The  confusion  resulting  from  the  transfer  of  the  attorney's  business  about  the  time  when  the 
paper-books  should  have  been  delivered,  was  held  a  sufficient  excuse  on  the  appellant's  part 
(or  their  non-delivery  in  due  time, — no  books  having  been  delivered  by  the  respondent. 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  not  given  until  Saturday,  the  90th  of  October.  The 
notice  to  the  respondent,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  62,  was  served  on  Tuesday,  the  2d 
of  November,  the  first  day  appointed  for  hearing  the  appeals  being  the  11th :— AeU,  that  the 
case  was  within  the  proviso  in  s.  64,  empowering  the  court  to  postpone  the  hearing  where 
there  has  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  the  notice. 

No  paper-books  having  been  delivered  to  the  judges  in  these  appeals, 
which  were  numbered  respectively  7,  8,  and  9,  in  the  list, 

^Chrajfj  on  behalf  of  the  appellants,  now,  on  the  first  day  ap-  p^p 
pointed  for  hearing  the  appeals,  asked  leave  to  deliver  the  books  ^ 
wwM  fTO  tune.    He  was  not  furnished  with  any  affidavit  to  account  for 
or  excuse  the  neglect  to  deliver  them  in  due  time. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.    This  application  involves  a  question  of  very  considera- 
ble  importance.  The  judgment  of  the  revising  barrister  upon  the  validHj 


2  Palmer,  App.,  Allen,  Resp.  M.  T.  1847. 

of  claims  and  objections,  is,  by  the  41st  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18, 
unless  appealed  from,  as  directed  by  s.  42,  and  unless  the  appeal  is  pro- 
secuted in  the  manner  directed  by  some  subsequent  sections,(a)  declared 
to  be  final.  The  60th  section,  which  prescribes  the  practice  to  be 
observed  upon  the  hearing  of  appeals,  expressly  enacts  ^^  that  all  appeals 
or  matters  of  appeal  from  or  in  respect  of  any  decision  of  any  revising 
barrister,  entertained  in  manner  thereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  be  prose- 
cuted, heard,  and  determined  in  and  by  Her  Majesty's  court  of  Common 
Pleas  at  Westminster,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules  and  practice  of 
that  court  with  respect  to  special  cases,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  appli- 
cable, and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  or  in  such 
manner  and  form,  and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations,  as  the  said 
court,  from  time  to  time,  by  any  rule  or  order  made  for  regulating  the 
practice  and  proceedings  in  such  appeals,  shall  order  and  direct."  The 
statute,  therefore,  refers  to  a  knowii  existing  practice  with  respect  to  spe- 
cial cases,  which  requires  them  to  be  delivered  four  days  before  the  day  of 
hearing :  and  the  court  has  seen  no  reason,  since  it  has  been  called  upon 
to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it  by  this  statute,  to  make  any 
special  rules  for  regulating  the  proceedings  on  these  appeals.  Then,  the 
♦an  fi'Ppeal  being  *given  only  subject  to  these  conditions,  without  any 
excuse  assigned,  we  are  asked  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  practice 
Now,  when  the  practice  of  the  court  upon  the  subject  is  so  well  knowi 
as  to  be  referred  to  in  an  act  of  parliament  creating  a  new  jurisdiction 
I  think  the  court  would  not  be  justified  in  entertaining  the  application, 
in  the  absence  of  some  reasonable  explanation  to  justify  a  departure 
from  the  ordinary  course.  Shortly  after  the  act  came  into  operation,  the 
court  did,  indeed,  think  fit,  in  one  or  two  instances,  to  relax  the  rule,  in 
consideration  of  the  parties'  supposed  ignorance  of  the  practice.(i)  But 
I  ovm  I  think  ignorance  of  a  practice  so  well  known,  afibrds  no  excuse : 
the  parties  are  bound  to  inform  themselves  of  it.  I  am,  therefore,  not 
disposed  in  this  case  to  make  any  order. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  with  regard  to  the  receiving 
the  paper-books.  What  the  efiect  may  be  when  we  arrive  at  the  cases  in 
their  order,  I  reserve  for  future  consideration. 

C^ray  took  nothing. 

Nov.  15. — Whateleyy  on  a  subsequent  day,  moved  that  the  appeals 
might  be  heard,  notwithstanding  the  omission  to  comply  with  the  direc- 
tions of  the  statute  in  this  respect.  He  produced  an  a£Bdavit  staring 
^^1  that  the  attorney  *in  the  country  who  had  conducted  the  case  on 

^  behalf  of  the  appellants,  and  served  the  notices  required  by  the  42d 

(a)  See  sections  42,  43,  44,  45,  60,  62,  64,  65. 

{b)  Vide  Craudur^  app.,  Brovmct  resp.,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Caa.  303 ;  Elliot  v.  The  Overseers  of 
St,  Mary  Wiihin,  4  C.  B.  76,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  508 ;  Buther,  app.,  TTumpton,  reap.,  1  I  jtw. 
Reg.  Caa.  509,  n. ;  Pring,  app.,  BtteouH,  reap.,  4  C.  B.  73, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  509,  n. ;  Nkkw, 
app.,  Fiddt  resp.,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  509,  n. 
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tad  62d  Bections  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  relinquished  the  manage- 
ment of  his  business  in  London  to  an  agent  on  the  first  day  of  term ;  and 
that  each  of  them  had  erroneously  supposed  that  the  paper-books  had 
been  duly  delivered  by  the  other  of  them.  He  submitted  that  the  ap- 
pellant and  respondent  being  in  pari  delicto^  the  excuse  was  sufficient ; 
that  the  practice  with  respect  to  the  delivery  of  paper-books,  in  ordi- 
nary cases,  was,  that  two  should  be  delivered  by  each  party — ^that,  if  one 
made  default,  the  other  might  deliver  the  whole  four,  and  the  party  in 
default  was  not  allowed  to  be  heard  until  he  had  paid,  or  deposited  with 
the  master  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  copies  delivered  by 
his  opponent, — and  that,  where  neither  party  had  delivered  books  in 
time,  the  case  was  placed  at  the  bottom  of  the  paper.  He  referred  to 
Abraham  v.  CiH>h,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  215.(a) 

^WiLDB,  0.  J.  The  legislature  has  thought  it  necessary  that  these  p^f* 
appeals  should  be  heard  and  decided  promptly  and  without  delay.  '~ 
The  court  is  by  s.  63  directed  to  appoint  such  days  for  that  purpose  as 
it  may  think  fit  and  necessary,  but  ^^  as  early  as  conveniently  may  be." 
The  jurisdiction  created  by  this  act  of  parliament  has  been  long  enough 
in  existence  to  enable  all  parties  interested  to  become  acquainted  with 
the  practice.  Ignorance  is  no  excuse.  This  case  might  have  been 
arrived  at  on  the  first  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  these  appeals ;  and, 
in  that  case,  it  would  have  been  manifestly  inconvenient  to  have  allowed 
it  to  go  over.  Some  excuse  is  clearly  necessary.  But  I  incline  to  think, 
that,  as  we  have  not  yet  reached  the  case,  the  ^excuse  assigned  may 
reasonably  be  allowed  to  prevail. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  paper-books  were  received. 

Nov.  18. — On  a  subsequent  day,  the  case  of  Palmer^  app.,  AUenj 
reap.,  being  called  on, 

BjfUiy  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent,  objected  that  the  appellant  was  not 
in  a  situation  to  be  heard,  inasmuch  as  no  due  notice  of  his  intention 
to  prosecute  the  appeal  had  been  give^  or  sent  to  the  respondent  ten 
days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing,  pursuant  to  the  6  &  7 
Yict.  c.  18,  ss.  62,  64.  He  produced  an  affidavit,  which  stated  that  the 
ease  was  settled  and  signed  by  the  revising  barrister,  and  the  notice  of 

(«)  By  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  r.  7,  it  is  provided,  tbat  "  four  clear  days  before  the  day 
appointed  ior  argument,  the  plaintiff  shall  deliver  copies  of  the  demurrer-book,  special  case,  or 
special  verdict,  to  the  lord  chief  justice  of  the  King's  Bench  or  Common  Pleas,  or  lord  chief 
beroo,  ae  the  case  may  be,  and  the  senior  judge  of  the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought ; 
and  the  defendant  ahaU  deliver  copies  to  the  other  two  judges  of  the  court  next  in  seniority ; 
and,  in  de&ult  thereof  by  either  party,  the  other  party  may,  on  the  day  following,  deliver  such 
copies  as  oug^t  to  have  been  so  delivered  by  the  party  making  default ;  and  the  party  making 
default  diall  not  be  heard  until  he  shall  have  paid  for  auch  copies,  or  deposited  with  the  clerk 
of  the  rules  in  the  King's  Bench  and  Exchequer,  or  the  secondary  in  the  Common  Pleas,  a* 
tiie  caae  may  be,t  a  sufficient  sum  to  pay  for  auch  oopies." 

See  AUem,  ^>p.,  WaterkauMe,  reap.,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  485,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  93,  n.  (a),  S.  C. 
^cr  nom.  Cooper,  app.,  Coatei,  reap.),  5  M.  &  6.  98. 

t  Now,  ainoa  ihe  atatote  7  W.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  SO,  with  one  of  the  masters  of  either  court. 
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appeal  at  the  foot  thereof  signed  by  the  appellant,  before  two  o'clock 
on  the  afternoon  of  the   30th  of  October  last;   that  the  respondent 


*6] 


resided  in  Bewdlej,  where  the  court  was  *held,  and  was  present 


when  the  case  was  settled  and  signed :  and  that  no  notice  was  served 
upon  him  until  the  2d  of  November  instant. 

WhateUy  and  Qray,  for  the  appellant,  submitted,  that,  as  the  judg- 
ment to  be  appealed  against  was  not  pronounced  until  Saturday,  the  30th 
of  October,  and  the  day  appointed  for  hearing  the  appeals  was  fixed  for 
the  11th  of  November,  it  was  impossible  for  the  appellant  lUeraUy  to 
comply  with  the  statute; (a)  and  therefore  that  the  case  was  within 
the  proviso  in  s.  64, — 'Hhat,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  court 
[of  Common  Pleas]  that  there  has  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give 
or  send  such  notice  in  any  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  court 
to  postpone  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  in  such  case,  as  to  the  said 
court  shall  seem  meet."  He  produced  an  affidavit  statmg,  that  the 
attorney  for  the  appellant,  immediately  on  leaving  the  court,  on  Saturday, 
the  30th  of  October,  prepared  a  notice  of  the  appellant's  intention  to 
prosecute  the  appeal,  and  sent  his  clerk  to  get  it  signed ;  but  that,  the 
appellant  having  then  left  Bewdley,  and  being  absent  from  home  during 
the  whole  of  the  following  Monday,  the  clerk  was  unable  to  meet  with 
him  until  seven  o'clock  on  the  Tuesday  morning ;  and  that  the  notice 
was  personally  served  on  the  respondent  by  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning 
of  the  last-mentioned  day. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  us,  that,  regard  being  had  to  the  nature 
of  the  business  to  be  done,  and  the  lateness  of  the  period  at  which  the 
decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  pronounced,  there  has  not  in  this 
case  been  reasonable  time  to  give  the  notice  required  by  the  statute  to 
be  served  on  the  respondent,  and  therefore  that  the  case  falls  within  the 
proviso  referred  to. 
^^       *B]/le8,  Seqt.,  wished  to  be  understood  as  having  appeared  only 

J  for  the  purpose  of  objecting  to  the  notice. 

Per  curiam.  If  you  appear  for  the  purpose  of  objecting  to  the  notice, 
you  appear  with  all  the  consequences  resulting  from  so  doing.  We  can- 
not hear  of  a  limited  appearance.(i) 

Bifles,  Serjt.,  then  prayed  that  the  case  might  be  adjourned. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Hilary  term,  1848,  and  the  court  took  time  to 
consider.  No  judgment  has  yet  (Trinity  vacation,  1848)  been  pro^ 
nounced. 

(a)  Vide  NortMt  app.,  The  Tvum-Clerk  of  Saliahurtft  reap.,  4  C.  B.  32,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas. 
538. 

(b)  Bat  aee  Grwter,  app.,  Bonimu,  reap.,  4  C.  B.  70,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Caa.  544.  In  the  preaent 
caae,  the  notice  having  been  held  aufficient,  it  it  difficult  to  diacoyer  the  reaaon  of  the  proposed 
leaervation. 
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County  of  Northampton,  Southern  Division. 

BDMUND  SINGER  BURTON,  AppeDant,  THOMAS  ORTON 
GERT,  Respondent.    Nov.  11. 

One  who  is  on  the  register  as  entitled  to  vote  for  a  county  in  respect  oi  an  occupation  of  land 
above  501.  a  year,  but  who  ceases  to  occupy  the  same  land,  and  enters  upon  the  occupation 
of  0tktr  land,  within  the  twelve  months  next  preceding  the  Slst  of  July,  does  not  "  retain 
the  same  ^aalijkation  as  described  in  such  register,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  6  &  7  Vict 
c.  18,  s.  4, — although  the  description  in  the  register  be  general,  and  sufficiently  large  to  em- 
brace eitber  occupation ;  and  therefore  he  is  bound,  under  sect.  73,  to  send  in  a  new  claim 
in  napect  of  such  substituted  occupation. 

EDKinm  Singer  Burton  objected  to  the  name  of  Dayid  Attfield  being 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Cold  Ashbj,  in  the  southern 
division  of  the  county  of  Northampton.  ^ 

♦The  name  of  David  Attfield  stood  thus  on  the  register : —  [*8 


ChrittiuiName  and 
flofMine  oi    eaeb 
Vot«ratfallleDgth. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 

Street,  fte.,  where 
Property  titoate, 
Ac. 

Band  Attfleld. 

Cold  Ashby. 

Occupier  of  Land 

Own  Occupa- 
«ion.(a) 

David  Attfield,  being  sworn,  stated,(&)  that,  during  the  twelve  months 
of  his  ocenpancy,  he  had  held  a  farm  of  Mr.  Lovedaj,  of  sufficient  value, 
uf  to  Lady-day,  1847,  when  he  left  it.  At  Michaelmas,  1846,  he  took 
another  farm  of  Dr.  Walker,  also  of  sufficient  value,  in  the  same  parish, 
which  (October  7th,  1847)  he  still  held.  He  had  not  made  any  new 
claim. 

The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  revising  barrister,  was,  whe- 
ther the  claim  already  on  the  register  was  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  vote 
in  respect  of  successive  occupations. 

In  support  of  Us  argument  against  the  vote  of  Attfield,  Burton  cited 
the  case  of  BarOett,  app.,  &ibb8j  resp.,  5  M.  &  G.  81,  7  Scott,  N.  R. 
609, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  78. 

The  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  qualification  of  David 
Attfield  was  sufficiently  described  in  the  list,  there  having  been  no  hiatua 
betweai  the  said  occupations ;  and  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to 
send  in  a  new  claim ;  and  that  the  case  of  Bartlettj  app.,  Cribbs,  resp., 
did  not  apply :  and  he  accordingly  retained  the  name  of  David  Attfield 
on  the  list  of  voters. 

♦jBfttmfrey,  for  the  appellant.  The  qualification  of  Attfield  is,  in  .^^ 
one  sense,  properly  described.     But,  having  ceased  to  hold  the  land  '- 

(c)  Qu^re  as  to  the  f ufiiciency  of  this  description  of  the  property,  where  the  nature  of  the 
qnaU6cstion  renders  such  a  description  nugatory,  if  not  evasive. 

(ft)  Here,  the  revising  barrister  sets  out  the  evidence,  instesd  of  stating  the  conclusion  offset 
drawn  by  him  from  the  evidence ;  which  is  pointed  out  to  be  the  proper  course,  in  Pitt$f  spp., 
SmedUf,  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  85, 8  Scott,  N.  R.  907, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  196. 
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in  respect  of  wliich  his  right  to  be  upon  the  register  accrued,  the  question 
is,  whether  he  has  not  ceased  to  retain  the  same  qualification  as  is 
described  in  the  register.  The  case  of  Bartletty  app.,  GUbbs,  resp.,  is 
very  closely  applicable.  That  was  the  case  of  a  borough  voter,  whose 
qualification  consisted  of  the  occupation  of  two  houses  in  succession ;  and 
the  court  held,  under  the  28th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  that  the  party 
ought  to  be  registered  in  respect  of  all  the  premises  occupied  by  him  in 
succession, — so  as  to  enable  an  objector  to  know  what  qualification  is 
relied  on,  and  to  see  whether  or  not  it  is  sufficient.  [Maule,  J.  If 
both  houses  there  had  been  situate  in  East  Street,  the  two  cases  would 
have  been  exactly  alike.]  If  this  party  had  sent  in  a  new  claim,  as  he 
was  bound  to  do  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  4  (a),  he  could  not  have 
^.^-  sent  it  *in  for  Walker's  farm  only:  and  it  is  quite  clear  that  he 

^  could  not  couple  the  two  together;  for,  in  the  case  of  O-adsbtfy 
app.,  Barrawy  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  21,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  799,  1  Lutw.  Reg. 
Gas.  142,  it  was  held,  that,  to  entitle  a  party  to  a  vote  for  the  county, 
under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20,  as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  of  ^^  lands 
or  tenements  for  which  he  is  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50L,*' 
such  liability  must  arise  out  of  a  single  contract  of  tenancy. 

O^.  SayeSj  for  the  respondent.  G-adshyj  app.,  BarraWy  resp.,  was  not 
a  case  of  successive  occupations :  and  in  BartUUy  app.,  GhibbSy  resp., 
the  party's  qualification  was  misdescribed.  Here,  the  description  of  the 
qualification  is  clearly  sufficient :  ^'  land  "  embraces  lands  lying  in  different 
parts  of  the  parish.  [Maule,  J.  No  doubt,  the  description  here  is 
applicable  equally  to  either  occupation.  But  the  question  is,  whether  the 
party  retains  the  same  qtMlification.']  The  words  of  the  4th  section  are, 
''shall  not  retwi  the  same  qualification,  or  continue  in  the  same  place  of 
abode,  as  described  in  such  register."  That  this  party  is  entitled  to  be 
registered  is  quite  dear.  The  73d  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  declares 
and  enacts  ''that  the  lands  and  tenements  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of 
which  at  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50!.,  any  person  shall  be  so  entitled 
to  be  registered  in  any  year,  and  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights 

(a)  Which  enacts  *'  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  every  parish  and  township,  shaU,  on  or 
before  the  20th  day  of  June  in  every  year,  publish  a  notice,  according  to  the  form  numbered  8 
in  the  schedule  (A),  having  first  signed  the  same,  requiring  all  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  parliament  in  respect  of  any  property 
situate  wholly  or  in  part  within  such  parish  or  township,  who  shall  not  be  upon  the  register  of 
voters  then  in  force,  and  also  all  persons  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  who,  being  upon  radk  regtMter, 
tkaU  not  rstotfit  the  same  qvalijication,  or  continue  in  the  same  place  of  abode,  a*  described  in 
euA  regieter,  and  who  are  desirous  to  have  their  names  inserted  in  the  register  about  to  be 
made,  to  give  or  send  to  the  said  overseers,  on  or  before  the  20th  day  of  July  then  next  ensuing, 
a  notice  in  writing,  by  them  signed,  of  their  claim  to  vote  as  aforesaid ;  and  every  such  person, 
and  any  person  who,  being  upon  such  register,  may  be  desirous  to  make  a  new  claim,  shall, 
on  or  before  the  said  20th  day  of  July,  deliver  or  send  to  the  said  overseers  a  notice,  signed  by 
him,  of  his  claim,  according  to  the  form  of  notice  set  forth  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  form  num- 
bered 2,  or  to  the  like  effect.*' 

t  Vide  J^reif,  app.,  Kiidkener,  reap.,  7  M.  &  0. 99, 8  8oott,  N.  R.  923, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas. 
210;  StanioH,  app.,  Afrsy,  rasp.,  7  M.  &  G.  109,  8  Soott.  N.  R.  933, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas. 
219,  n. 
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of  tbe  shire  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  be  required  to  be  the  same  lands  and 
tenements,  but  may  be  diiDferent  lands  and  tenements  rented  and  occupied 
as  aforesaid  in  immediate  succession  by  such  person  during  the  twelve 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  *the  last  day  of  July  in  such  p^..^ 
year."  [  Wildb,  C.  J.  Attfield  is  presented  on  the  list  of  voters  ^ 
for  1847,  as  a  person  whose  qualification  is  the  same,  that  is,  arises  out 
of  the  occupation  by  him  of  the  same  premises,  in  respect  of  which  he 
was  on  the  register  of  the  preceding  year.  Should  not  some  notice  have 
been  given  of  the  change  of  occupation  ?  Any  person  looking  at  the  list, 
and  knowing  that  Loveday's  farm  was  worth  1002.  a  year,  would  be 
induced  to  abstain  from  further  inquiry.  Suppose  Attfield,  on  quitting 
Loveday's,  had  taken  a  very  small  farm,  what  would  have  been  the  result? 
That  he  has  ceased  to  continue  in  the  same  place  of  abode  as  described 
in  the  register,  is  quite  clear.]  The  change  of  abode  is  rendered  imma- 
terial by  the  proviso  in  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  40, "  that,  where  any  person 
whose  name  appears  on  any  list  of  voters  for  any  county,  shall  be  objected 
to  on  the  ground  of  having  changed  his  place  of  abode,  without  having 
sent  in  a  fresh  notice  of  claim,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  barrister,  on 
revising  the  list,  to  retain  the  name  of  such  person  on  the  list  of  voters." 
[Maulb,  J.  Bead  on — ^^  provided  that  such  person,  or  some  one  in  his 
behalf,  shall  prove  that  he  possessed,  on  the  last  day  of  July,  the  same 
qmlifieation  in  respect  of  which  his  name  has  been  inserted  in  such  list, 
and  shall  also  supply  his  true  place  of  abode,  which  the  said  barrister 
shall  insert  in  such  list."  Y.  Williams,  J.  The  qualification  described 
in  the  register,  would  be  the  qualification  Attfield  ceased  to  possess  at 
Lady-day,  1847.  Maulb,  J.  Does  the  description  here  refer  to  Love- 
day's  farm  or  Walker's  ?]  To  both  in  succession.  The  only  question  is 
whether  the  fact  of  successive  occupations  should  appear  in  the  list. 

Humfrey  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  cannot  entertain  a  doubt  in  this  case,  either  upon  the 
strict  construction  of  the  words  of  the  '''statute,  or  upon  the  reason  i-^^^o 
of  the  thing.  The  4th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  expressly  *- 
enacts,  that  all  persons  entitled  to  vote,  and  who,  being  upon  the  register 
of  voters  then  in  force,  shall  not  retain  the  same  qualification  as  described 
in  such  register — ^by  which  I  understand  not  merely  the  same  deacription 
of  qualification,  but  the  same  ftoperty  which  gives  the  qualification — 
shall  send  in  a  new  claim.  A  new  claim  was  also  required  where  the 
party  changed  his  place  of  abode — ^which  is  material,  as  showing  that 
the  clause  was  framed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  opportunity  for  a  full 
identification  of  the  voter.  That,  however,  being  thought  too  stringent, 
was  remedied  by  the  subsequent  provision  to  which  reference  has  been 
made.  Where  the  qualification  of  one  who  has  already  been  upon  the 
register,  is  to  arise  out  of  other  property  than  that  in  respect  of  which 
his  right  to  vote  before  accrued,  it  is  just  as  important  that  he  should 
renew  his  claim,  as  it  is  that  a  notice  of  claim  should  be  given  in  the 
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first  instance  by  one  not  before  registered.  The  object  of  the  legislatnre 
'would  be  defeated  by  the  voter's  continuing  on  the  register  under  such 
circumstances,  without  any  new  claim.  The  same  investigation  10 
required  to  establish  the  validity  and  sufficiency  of  the  new  qualification, 
as  was  required  to  establish  the  original  one.  I  think  the  statute  clearly 
requires  a  new  claim,  where  the  right  to  vote  is  founded  on  successive 
occupations,  as  here;  otherwise,  there  would  be  no  opportunity  for 
inquiry.(a)  I  therefore  think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was 
wrong,  and  must  be  reversed. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  some  opinion.  It  is  clear  that  this  party 
*131  ^^  entitled  to  be  registered  by  virtue  of  '''the  7Sd  section  of  the 
"^  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18.  The  only  question  is,  whether  he  has  adopted 
the  proper  course  to  avail  himself  of  his  right.  Under  s.  4,  it  is  rather 
by  implication  than  by  direct  enactment,  that  the  omission  to  send  in  a 
claim  operates  the  forfeiture  of  the  right  to  be  registered.  The  proviBo 
in  s.  40,  however,  shows  that  the  legislature  did  intend  that  the  right 
to  vote  should  be  lost,  where  the  party  neglects  to  give  the  notice  required 
of  him. 

Maule,  J.  The  circumstance  of  the  two  properties  being  capable  of 
being  described  by  the  word  used  in  the  register,  does  not,  in  my  opinion, 
take  the  party  out  of  the  predicament  of  one  who  does  not  retain  the 
same  qualification  as  described  in  such  register.  Whether  he  does  or 
does  not  retain  the  same  qualification,  is  to  be  determined  by  looking  at 
the  land  itself.  If  it  is  difierent  in  fact,  describe  it  by  what  words  you 
will,  it  is  not  the  same  qualification.  The  only  ground  upon  which  any 
argument  could  be  for  a  moment  rested,  is,  the  ambigtdty  of  the  descrip- 
tion. But,  so  far  from  that  affording  any  reason  for  dispensing  with  a 
new  claim,  I  think  quite  the  reverse.  Unless  it  can  be  said  that  the 
qualification  is  in  the  name,  and  not  in  the  thing,  this  man  clearly  does 
not  retain  the  same  qualification  as  described  in  the  register.  To  allow 
this,  would  be  to  violate  the  letter  as  well  as  the  spirit  of  the  act. 

v.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  qualification  on 
the  list,  which  has  stood  the  test  of  public  inquiry  and  investigation, 
having  ceased  on  the  voter's  ceasing  to  occupy  the  land,  upon  principle, 
as  well  as  upon  the  plain  natural  meaning  of  the  words  of  the  act,  the 
new  occupation  required  a  new  claim. 

Judgment  reversed. 

(a)  No  information  would  be  derivad  firom  anything  winch  ai^peared  in  the  lift  of  Totera ;  and 
the  opportunity  for  inquiry  would  be  confined  to  pereons  who  were  apprised  aliundi  of  the  lact 
of  the  change  of  occupation. 
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^Borough  of  Chkltenham.  [*14 

CHARLES  SHELDON,  Appellant,  JOHN  FLATCHER, 
Respondent.    Nov.  11. 

In  •  notice  9f  objection,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  17,  sdied.  (B)  No.  11,  to  a  party's  right 
lo  be  registered  for  the  borough  of  C,  the  objector  described  himself  thus : — *'  J.  F.,  of  5, 
Sherborne  Street,  on  the  list  of  ^oterB  for  the  parish  of  C. :" — Hdd^  sufficient. 

Whether  or  not  the  descriptioa  ia  anfficient,  may  either  be  matter  of  law  or  matter  of  fact,  ac- 
eording  to  the  circumatances  of  each  particular  case. 

John  Flatohbb  objeoted  to  the  name  of  Charfos  Sheldon  being 
retained  on  the  list  of  Toters  for  the  borough  of  Cheltenham.  The  notice 
of  ob)eeti<m  was' in  the  following  form: — 

^  To  Mr.  Charles  Sheldon,  1,  Ohiej  Place. 

*'  I  hereby  give  yon  notice  that  I  object  to  yoor  name  bebg  retained 
on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  for 
the  borough  of  Cheltenham.    Dated,  &c. 

(Signed)  John  Flatohbr,  of  5,  Sherborne  Street, 

on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Cheltenham." 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  person  objected  to,  that  the  notice 
of  objection  was  defeetive,  in  that  it  did  not  show  in  what  town  or  parish 
EHierboine  Street  was  situate,  there  being  other  parishes,  within  the 
distance  of  seren  miles,  containing  streets;  though  it  was  not  shown 
that  there  was  any  other  Sherborne  Street  in  the  parish  of  Cheltenham 
llian  that  in  which  Flatcher  resided. 

The  borough  of  Cheltenham  consists  of  the  parish  of  Cheltenham 
only ;  and  the  names  of  the  whole  of  the  voters  for  the  borough,  are 
comprehended  in  one  Ust,  viz.  those  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  pro- 
perty situate  within  the  parish  of  Cheltenham. 

The  name  of  John  Flatcher,  the  objector,  appeared  in  the  said  list  of 
voters ;  and  his  place  of  abode,  and  the  *local  description  of  his  r^,-.  r 
qualification,  were  therein  described  precisely  in  the  same  words  ^ 
as  in  the  notice  of  objection,  vis.  ^'5,  Sherborne  Street." 

It  was  not  suggested  that  there  was,  in  fact,  any  other  place  called 
Sherborne  Street  within  the  borough  of  Cheltenham,  or  that  it  was  not 
perfectly  well  known,  or  that  any  practical  inconvenience  followed 
from  the  omission  of  the  town  or  parish. 

The  revising  barrister  thought  the  notice  of  objection  sufficient ;  and, 
the  person  objected  to  having  failed  to  prove  his  right  to  have  his  name 
retained  in  the  list  of  voters,  it  was  expunged  therefrom. 

Twenty-six  other  persons,  whose  names  appeared  in  the  same  list,  were 
also  objected  to  by  John  Flatcher.  In  each  case,  the  place  of  abode 
of  the  objector  was  described  in  the  same  manner  as  above.  The  whole 
of  these  persons  having  either  failed  to  appear  in  support  of  their  claims, 
or  to  establish  them  to  the  satisfftction  of  the  revising  barrister,  their 
\  were^  in  like  manner,  eiqpunged  from  the  list ;  and,  they  having 
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seyeraUy  given  notice  of  thdr  intention  to  appeal  against  his  decision, 
the  several  cases  were  consolidated  with  the  principal  case. 

If  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  notices 
of  objection  were  sufficient,  the  register  is  to  remain  unaltered ;  if  they 
shall  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  names  of  aU  the  parties  so  expunged 
are  to  be  restored  to  the  register. 

JBi/leSy  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant.  The  notice  of  objection  is  insuffi- 
cient :  it  should  have  stated  the  objector's  place  of  abode  without  ambi- 
guit7.(a)    In   WooUetty  app./  DaviSy  resp.,  4  C.  B.  115,  1  Lutw.  Beg. 

^  Cas.  607,  in  the  notice  of  objection,  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector 
*16']  ^^  described  as  '^  The  Oaks"  ^(without  the  addition  of  any  parish, 
township,  or  other  district),  "  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  H.  W. :"  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  H.  W.,  the 
objector's  place  of  abode  was  described  as  '^  H,  W.,"  and  his  qualifying 
property  as  '^The  Oaks:"  and  it  was  held  that  the  description  was 
insufficient,  and  could  not  be  aided  by  a  reference  to  the  list  of  voters, 
so  as  to  show  that  the  place  called  '^  The  Oaks"  was  in  the  parish  of  H. 
W. ;  and  that  the  objection  was  not  removed  by  the  finding  of  the  revising 
barrister,  that  the  place  referred  to  was,  in  &ct,  in  the  parish  of  H.  W. 
The  only  difierence  between  that  case  and  the  present,  is,  that  that  was 
the  case  of  a  county,  this,  that  of  a  borough  voter.  In  either  case, 
however,  the  same  reasoning  will  apply. 

Keating^  contrd..  The  case  of  WooUetty  app.,  Davi$y  resp.,  merely 
amounts  to  this,  that  a  description  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode, 
insufficient  in  itself,  cannot  be  aided  by  resorting  to  the  list  of  voters* 
Here,  the  description  is  sufficient,  and  is  so  found  by  the  revising  barrister. 

.  [Maulb,  J.  You  do  not  rely  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  objector's 
description  in  the  list  of  voters  being  the  same  as  in  the  notice.(6)  The 
only  other  fact  is,  that  there  was  no  suggestion  of  practical  inconvenience. 
Strike  these  out, — and  they  are  quite  unnecessary — the  question  is, 

'  whether  this  is  k  notice  that  the  court  can  see  is  insufficient — ^whether  it 
is  a  notice  that  the  revising  barrister  eotUd  not  hold  to  be  good.]  In  that 
view  of  the  case,  WooUetty  app.,  DaviSy  resp.,  is  an  authority  for  the 
respondent.  The  sufficiency  or  insufficiency  of  the  notice  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  The  onus  lies  upon  the 
appellant  to  show  that  this  notice  could  not  convey  to  the  voter  reasonable 
information  as  to  the  objector's  place  of  abode.  It  has  never  yet  been 
*171  ^^^^'  ^  matter  of  law,  that  "^a  particular  description  of  the  parish 
must  be  given.  In  Knowksy  app.,  Brookingy  resp.,  2  C.  B.  226, 
1  Lutw.  Beg.  Cas.  461,  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  was  made  a  question 
of  law.  Maule,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  the  description  in  the  notice 
of  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  must  correspond  with  that  inserted  in 
the  list :  the  rest  of  the  court,  however,  decided  that  the  addition  must 

(a)  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  8.  17,  schcd.  (B),  No.  11. 

{h)  Vide  KnowUty  app.,  Bnt^ang,  reqi.,  8  C.  B.  896, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cat.  461. 
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be  of  Ub  tme  place  of  abode,  though  differing  from  that  erroneously 
plaeed  against  his  name  in  the  list.  So  in  TTiTfe,  app.,  Adey^  resp., 
2  C.  B.  246,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  481,  n.,  Charles  Adey,  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  parish  of  Fisherton  Anger,  was  described  in  the  list  as 
residing  in  "  Fisherton  Street  ;'*  in  the  notice  of  objection,  he  described 
himself  as  **  Charles  Adey,  of  the  parish  of  Fisherton  Anger,  on  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  said  parish  of  Fisherton  Anger :"  there  was  no 
other  person  of  that  name  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  Fisherton  Anger : 
and  it  was  held  that  the  notice  was  sufficient.  Whether  the  notice  gives 
sufficient  information  or  not,  must  snrely  be  a  qnestion  of  fact.  [Matjl£, 
J.  The  cirenmstance  of  the  particular  individual  not  having  been  misled 
by  the  notice,  is  not  the  true  criterion :  the  question  is,  whether  the 
notice  complies  with  the  form  given  in  the  schedule.]  The  difficulty,  if 
there  be  any,  is  provided  for  by  the  101st  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
18,  which  enacts,  amongst  other  things,  ''that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate 
description  of  any  person,  place,  or  thing  named  or  described  in  any 
schedule  to  the  act  annexed,  or  in  any  list  or  register  of  voters,  or  in 
any  notice  required  by  the  act,  shall  in  any  wise  prevent  or  abridge  the 
operation  of  this  act  with  respect  to  such  person,  place,  or  thing,  provided 
that  such  person,  place,  or  thing  shall  be  so  denominated  in  such  schedulie, 
list,  register,  or  notice,  as  to  be  commonly  understood."  Here,  the 
•revising  barrister  must  be  taken  to  have  been  satisfied  that  "5,  p^^g 
Sherborne  Street"  was  commonly  understood  to  mean  "  6,  Sher-  *• 
borne  Street,  Cheltenham."  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  101st  section  was 
merely  intended  to  cure  imperfect  descriptions.  Matjlb,  J.  Such  as 
describing  a  party's  place  of  abode,  as  in  "  the  parish  of  Camberwell," 
for  instance,  without  mentioning  Giles,  the  tutelary  saint.]  The  case 
of  Oadsbtfy  app.,  Warhurtony  resp.,  7  M.  &.  G.  11,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  775, 
1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  186,  shows  that  an  objector  may  be  well  described 
without  the  mention  of  a  parish.  There,  a  notice  of  objection  signed, 
**  J.  G.  of  Poplar  (Jrbve,  Didsbury,  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 
township  of  Manchester," — ^Didsbury  being  a  totanship  near  Manchester, 
aiM  ifae  description  of  the  party  being  the  same  as  in  the  register — ^was 
hel<]rnfficient.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  there  says :  *'  It  is  not  essential  that  a 
man's  place  of  abode  should  be  in  a  parish.  In  Comyn's  Digest,  Tit. 
Abatemerity  (F.  25),  it  is  said,  Mf  a  man  be  of  a  hamlet  within  a  vill, 
he  may  be  nahed  either  of  the  hamlet  or  of  the  vill,  at  the  election  of 
the  plaintiff.'  *  It  was  sufficient,  therefore,  for  the  objector  to  describe 
himself  as  of  *P^lar  Grove,  Didsbury.'  But  then  it  is  said,  that, 
possibly  there  may  1)0  two  townships  called  Didsbury  within  the  polling 
district  in  question ;  anld  so  the  description  is  uncertain.  If  that  were 
so,  the  addition  of  the  words  suggested  would  not  make  the  description 
more  certain.  Before  such  an  argument  can  be  allowed  to  prevail,  it 
should  have  been  shown  to  the  barrister  that  there  was  some  practical 
inconvenience  in  the  description  given.    In  the  absence  of  any  such 
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proof,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  object  the  legifilature  had  in  view  is 
veil  attained  by  the  present  notice."  The  question  being  one  of 
fact,  the  decision  of  the  reyising  barrister  is  final:  6  &  7  Vict.  c. 
18,  6.  65. 

*191  *Byle9j  Seijt.,  in  reply.  This  is  not  a  mere  question  of  fact ; 
^  whether  or  not  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  statute  hare  been 
duly  complied  with,  is  clearly  matter  of  law.  The  sufficiency  of  the 
description  was  held  to  be  matter  of  law  in  Ghdtthy^  app.,  Warburt<m^ 
resp.,  uid  WooUMy  app.,  Dam,  resp.  [Wildb,  G.  J.  The  judgment 
in  the  last-mentioned  case  assumes  that  the  reyising  barrister  held  the 
notice  to  be  insufficient,  without  coupling  the  statement  of  the  objector's 
place  of  abode  with  that  containing  the  list  of  voters.]  In  WaXter  v. 
HayneB^  B.  k  M.  149,(a)  the  sufficiency  of  the  address  on  a  letter  contain- 
ing a  notice  of  dishonour,  was  held  to  be  a  question  of  law.  If  this  be 
a  question  of  fact,  the  court  has  no  means  of  knowing  what  the  revising 
barrister  has  decided. 

Wildb,  G.  J.  This  is  a  matter  that  is  by  no  means  free  from  difficulty. 
The  17th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  enacts,  that  ^^  every  person  object- 
ing to  any  other  person,  as  not  having  been  entitled  on  the  last  day  of  July 
next  preceding  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  any  list  of  voters  for  any 
city  or  borough,  shall  give  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of 
the  person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  list,  a  notice  according  to  the 
form  numbered  11  in  schedule  (B),  and  that  such  notice  shall  be  signed 
by  the  person  objecting :"  and  the  form  referred  to  requires  the  object- 
or's place  of  abode  to  be  appended  to  his  signature.  The  first  question 
that  arises  here,  is,  whether  such  statement  of  the  place  of  abode  involves 
matter  of  law,  or  matter  of  fact  only.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  involves 
both.  The  schedule  requires  the  objector  to  describe  himself  as  of 
some  locality  where  he  can  be  found.  Whether  or  not  the  description 
^201  ^  8^<^i®^^9  i^&y  ^^  ^  matter  of  law.  If  *the  revising  barrister  were 
-'  to  hold  that  to  be  a  sufficient  description  which  from  its  extreme 
generality  and  ambiguity  the  court  must  see  to  be  manifestly  insufficient, 
— ^for  instance,  ^^  King  Street,"  as  the  place  of  abode  of  an  objector  in 
London, — that  would  be  a  matter  of  law,  subject  to  be  reviewed  by  the 
court.  But,  where  the  description  is  such  as  to  point  out  the  place  of 
abode  with  such  a  degree  of  certainty  as  to  be  commonly  understood, 
whether  or  not  it  is  sufficient  to  answer  the  purpose  required  by  the 
statute,  may  be  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  revising  barrister  to  determine. 
In  WooUetty  app.,  Davitj  resp.,  the  court  reversed  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  held,  as  a  master  of  law, 
that  a  notice  insufficient  in  itself,  might  be  aided  by  coupling  it  with  the 
register.  He,  in  truth,  treated  the  description  in  the  notice  as  insuffi- 
cient ;  and  the  court,  affirming  his  opinion  in  that  respect,  reversed  his 
decision.    In  CfaoMy,  app.,  Warburianf  resp.,  the  notice  described  the 

(a)  But  see  Mann  ▼.  Moar$,  R.  &  M.  249. 
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cibjeotor  as  '^  Jobn  Qadsby,  of  Poplar  GroTe,  Didsbvry)  on  ihe  register 
of  Toters  for  the  township  of  Manchester."  The  barrister  held  the 
notice  insufficient  in  faMst ;  and  that  something  ought  to  have  been  added 
to  the  description  of  the  appellant's  place  of  abode — as,  "  Lancashire/' 
or  *^  near  Manchester"  (Didsbory  being  a  few  miles  only  from  Man- 
chester, and  a  township  within  the  polling  district  of  Manchester),  or  the 
like.  The  oonrt  treated  that  as  a  decision  by  the  revising  barrister, 
that  the  question  was  not  whether  the  notice  was  sufficient  in  point  of 
Act,  but  whether,  though  sufficient  in  point  of  fact,  it  could  as  a 
matter  of  law  be  deemed  to  describe  the  party's  place  of  abode  within 
the  statute;  and  they  held  that  it  might.  There  was  nothing  there, 
as  in  Wacllettj  app.,  DatfiSj  resp.,  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
revising  barrister  thought  the  notice  insufficient  in  itself  to  make  it  a 
practical  compliance  with  the  ^statute.  His  decision  was  incorrect  -^^^ 
in  point  of  law.  Here,  the  objector  describes  himself  as  of  l- 
*'5,  Sherborne  Street."  The  question  is,  where  is  Sherborne  Street? 
To  what  has  the  notice  reference  7  Why,  to  the  right  of  the  party  to 
whom  the  notice  is  addressed  to  have  his  name  retained  on  the  list  of 
Toters  for  the  borough  of  Cheltenham.  Both  the  party  signing  the  notice 
and  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed  must  reside  in  Cheltenham,  or 
within  seyen  miles  of  it.  Can  there  be  any  reasonable  doubt,  then,  that 
^^5,  Sherborne  Street,"  means  ^^5,  Sherborne  Street,  Cheltenham?" 
The  revising  barrister  has  found  the  description  to  be  sufficient ;  and  his 
decision,  being  fairly  warranted  by  the  facts,  ought  to  be  conclusive.  I 
therefore  think  this  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

CoLTifAjr,  J.  I  am  rather  disposed  to  think  that  a  notice  which  gives 
die  requisite  information  to  the  party  interested,  is  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  statute.  That,  however,  may  be  doubtful.  In  looking  at  the  notice, 
I  think  we  are  at  liberty  to  take  into  consideration  the  fact  that  it 
relates  to  a  right  of  voting  for  a  particular  borough.  Although.it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  objector  should  actually  reside  in  the  borough, 
stiU  I  think,  that,  as  the  subject-matter  of  the  notice  had  reference  to 
Cheltenham,  the  description  may  fairly  be  taken  also  to  refer  to  that 
place.  Another  requisite  of  the  notice  is,  that  the  statement  contained 
in  it  be  true.  Now,  as  the  notice  itself  imports  that  the  objector  resides 
at  No.  5,  Sherborne  Street,  Cheltenham,  it  would  be  untrue  if  he  resided 
elsewhere.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  notice  has  the  two  requisite  quali- 
ties to  make  it  a  good  notice,  vis.  that  it  conveys  all  necessary  informa- 
tion, and  that  the  information  is  true.  The  revising  barrister  has  found, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient.  He  was  not  bound  to 
state  his  reasons  ^or  coming  to  that  conclusion ;  nor  does  he  in  -^^n 
fact  intimate  that  his  decision  was  influenced  by  the  preceding  ^ 
&cts.  I£  we  could  see  that  the  notice  was  such  that  no  reasonable  man 
could  find  it  sufficient,  then  we  might  deal  with  it  as  a  question  of  law. 
But  that  is  not  the  case  here.    The  barrister  having  found,  as  a  matter 
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of  fact,  that  the  notice  was  enfficient,  and  not  being  able  to  see  that  his 
decision  is  necessarily  inconsistent  with  the  rules  of  law,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  onght  to  be  affirmed, 

Maulb,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  entertained  a  little  doubt 
at  one  time  whether  the  revising  barrister  must  not  be  taken  to  have 
formed  his  opinion,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  this  notice,  from  the  fact  of 
the  description  of  the  objector  therein  corresponding  with  his  description 
on  the  register,  and  from  the  absence  of  any  suggestion  of  inconvenience. 
But,  upon  consideration,  I  agree  with  my  brother  Coltman  that  he  must 
be  taken  to  have  formed  his  opinion  from  the  notice  alone.  Taking 
him,  therefore,  to  have  determined  the  description  to  be  sufficient  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  a  description  of  a  place  of 
abode  at  all.  ^'  Olney  Place,"  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected 
to,  and  '^  Sherborne  Street,'*  are  both  descriptions  which  leave  some  city 
or  town  to  be  understood.  K  you  find  a  man  saying  to  another,  '^  You 
have  no  right  to  vote  for  the  borough  of  Cheltenham ;  and  I,  who  tell 
you  so,  am  on  the  list  of  voters  for  that  borough,  and  reside  at  No.  5, 
Sherborne  Street,"— could  any  one  out  of  a  court  of  justice  doubt  for  a 
moment  that  he  meant,  and  was  understood  to  mean,  that  his  residence 
was  at  No.  5,  Sherborne  Street,  Cheltenham  ?  Clearly  not.  Nor  do  I 
think  any  doubt  should  be  allowed  to  be  started  in  a  court  of  justice. 
If  the  party  objecting  did  not  reside  in  Cheltenham,  the  statement  would 
^^^-1  he  ^fraudulent  and  untrue.  The  true  intendment  of  the  notice,  in 
^  my  judgment,  is,  that  it  is  an  intimation  by  a  Cheltenham  man  to 
a  Cheltenham  man,  of  a  place  in  Cheltenham.  This,  then,  being  a  suf- 
ficient statement  in  point  of  law,  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  revising  barrister  has  properly  decided  a  matter  that 
was  within  his  competency  to  decide. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Upon  the  face  of  this 
notice,  '^  5,  Sherborne  Street,"  must  be  presumed  to  mean  ^'  5,  Sherborne 
Street,  Cheltenham,"  which  I  think  is  a  sufficient  description  in  point 
of  law.  The  revising  barrister  having  found  that  the  description  was 
sufficient  in  point  of  fact,  I  see  no  ground  for  disturbing  his  decision. 

Decision  affirmed. 


City  of  London. 

MOSES  TOMS,  Appellant,  WILLIAM  ENDELL  LUCKETT, 
Respondent.    JVbv.  15. 

One  who  aas  the  exclusive  occupation  of  apartments  in  a  house,  at  a  rent,  having  a  key  of  the 
outer  door,  and  free  and  uncontrolled  access  thereto  at  all  times — the  landlord  occupying  a 
portion  of  the  premises,  bat  not  f^etttftii^  therein— is  entitled  to  be  registered  as  tenant  of  • 
"  building"  within  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27;  dubUante  V.  Williams,  J. 

William  Endbll  Luckbtt  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  Moses  Toms 
bemg  retained  in  the  list  of  persons,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles-withoat- 
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Cripidegat6)  entitled  to  Yote  in  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  par- 
lianent  for  the  city  of  London,  in  respect  of  the  occnpation  of  ^'  apart- 
ments" at  No.  21,  Milton  Street,  "Hn  the  said  parish.  The  facta  ^^.^^ 
of  the  case  were  as  follows : —  '- 

Moses  Toms  occupied  the  first  floor,  consisting  of  two  rooms,  in  the 
house  Ko.  21,  Milton  Street  aforesaid,  in  which  he  lived,  and  had  resided 
for  the  last  year  and  three  quarters,  at  a  rent  of  5$.  6d,  per  week.  His 
landlord  occupied  a  shop  and  parlour  on  the  ground-floor  in  the  same 
house,  but  did  not  sleep  there ;  and  three  other  persons  occupied  other 
distinct  apartm^ts  up  stairs  in  the  house.  There  was  but  one  outer 
door  to  the  house,  by  which  the  landlord,  in  common  with  all  the  in- 
mates, entered  and  came  out.  The  landlord,  the  appellant,  and  the 
three  other  inmates,  had  each,  respectively,  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  and 
they  all  locked  or  unlocked  that  door  when  and  as  they  pleased.  The 
door  was  never  barred  or  fastened  inside  at  night ;  there  was  neither 
bolt  nor  diiain  to  it;  and  it  stood  open  during  the  daytime.  The  land- 
lord's shop-door  was  inside  the  passage ;  which  passage  the  party  objected 
to  had  to  enter  and  pass  along,  to  get  to  the  staircase  leading  up  to  his 
apartments ;  and  which  staircase  was  shut  off*  from  the  passage  by  a 
swing-door,  which  had  no  lock  to  it.  There  was  a  back  kitchen  at  the 
end  of  the  passage,  in  which  there  was  a  cistern  for  water,  whence  all 
parties  in  the  house  were  supplied  with  water,  upon  going  there  for  it. 
The  outer  door  was  opened  in  the  morning  by  the  party  who  had  occa- 
sion first,  and  locked  at  night  by  whoever  had  last  occasion,  either  to 
enter  or  to  leave  the  house. 

The  question  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  the  occu- 
pati<m  of  Moses  Toms  was.  such  an  occupation  in  law  as  to  entitle  him  to 
vote,  under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27. 

On  behalf  of  the  appellant,  it  was  contended,  that,  as  the  landlord  did 
not  reside  in,  bnt  merely  occupied  a  part  of,  the  house,  the  appellant 
having,  as  well  as  the  '^'landlord,  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  and  re-  1-4,25 
siding  there, — ^the  landlord's  occupation  did  not  prevent  Toms 
from  being  enfranchised;  and  that  therefore  he  was  entitled  to  be 
registered. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  urged  that  Toms  had  no  exclusive  control 
over  the  outer  door,  and  that  he  was  a  mere  lodger. 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  objection  to  be  valid,  and  expunged 
the  name  of  the  appellant  from  the  list  of  voters. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  decision  was  erroneous,  the 
name  of  the  appellant  is  to  be  reinserted  in  the  list  of  voters  in  the  said 
parish  of  St.  Giles-withont-Gripplegate. 

Obmptim,  for  the  appellant.  In  order  to  make  this  domti8  mansiondli$ 
of  the  appeUant,  it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  have  the  exclurive 
control  of  the  outer  door  of  the  house :  it  is  enough  that  he  has  exclusive 
ponession  of  his  own  apartments,  and  uncontrolled  access  to  them.    The 
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landlord  not  residing,  but  only  occnpying  a  shop  and  parlour  in  the 
house  during  the  day,  he  clearly  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of  pater 
familiar  to  the  inmates.  In  case  of  a  burglary,  the  possession  of  these 
rooms  would  be  laid  in  the  appellant,  and  not  in  the  landlord.  This  is 
very  much  like  the  case  of  Wright  app.,  The  Tottm-Cflerk  of  Stoekpcrtj 
resp.,  6  M  &  G.  88,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  661, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  82,  There, 
a  factory  or  building  containing  four  stories  or  floors  was  let  off  to  a 
number  of  different  persons  for  the  purpose  of  cotton  spinning :  to  each 
of  these  persons  a  distinct  portion  of  the  building,  consisting  of  one 
roonhy  was  lot  at  a  distinct  rent,  varying  from  101.  to  802.  per  annum  for 
each  room,  according  to  its  dimensions.  In  these  rooms,  each  tenant 
*261  ^^  ^  ^^'^  ^machines  for  spinning,  which  machines  were  worked 
■*  by  a  power  supplied  by  a  steam-engine  belonging  to  and  worked  by 
and  at  the  expense  of  the  landlord,  who  also  found  the  main  gearing  or 
shafting  which  communicated  such  power  to  the  machines,  it  bein^  part 
of  the  contract  with  each  tenant  that  the  landlord  should  so  supply  such 
power  r  each  tenant  had  the  exclusive  use  of  his  room,  and  had  the  key 
to  the  door  thereof:  the  approach  was,  in  some  instances,  a  common 
staircase  leading  from  the  entrance  to  the  factory,  and  upon  which  stair- 
case the  different  doors  to  the  rooms  opened ;  in  others,  the  rooms  were 
approached  by  separate  staircases  from  the  ground  outside  the  building ; 
and,  in  others,  by  doors  on  the  ground,  opening  into  the  factory  yard : 
— it  was  decided  that  each  of  these  rooms  so  held,  was  such  a  building 
as,  under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27,  would  confer  the  right  of  voting  upon 
the  occupier ;  and  that  each  tenant  had  an  exclusive  occupation  within 
the  same  clause.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  This  case  does  not,  in  terms,  state  that 
Toms  had  the  exclusive  use  of  his  apartments,  or  that  he  had  a  key  to 
them.]  It  sufiiciently  appears  from  the  whole  case,  that  the  occupation 
was  exclusive  and  distinct.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Do  you  contend  that  the 
subject  of  the  tenancy  is  a  "  building'*  within  the  act?"]  Whether  it  is 
called  a  '' building"  or  *^  apartments,"  is  immaterial.  But,  if  necessary, 
the  court  will  hold  it  to  be  a  "building."  In  Pitts^  app.,  Smedley^ 
resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  88,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  907,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  196,  the  occu- 
pier of  part  of  a  house,  where  the  landlord  resided  upon  the  premises^ 
and  retained  the  key  of  the  ovler  door^  was  held  to  be  a  mere  lodger,  and 
not  a  person  occupying  as  "  owner  or  tenant."  Tindal,  C.  J.,  there  says : 
"  The  landlord  of  the  house  gives  only  a  limited  enjoyment  therein  to  the 
*271  '^^^l^^™^^^*  ^^^  ^^^^  ^f  ^^  house  has  a  lock  to  it,  of  which  the 
claimant  has  not  the  key ;  and,  when  he  finds  the  door  locked,  he 
enters  through  the  shop :  his  right  of  access,  therefore,  to  the  rooms  in 
his  occupation,  is  merely  permissive.  It  is  not  an  occupation  as  owner 
or  tenant.  He  is  strictly  an  inmate  or  lodger."  The  ground  of  the 
decision  there  was,  that  the  tenant  had  not  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  and 
therefore  had  no  uncontrolled  right  of  access  to  his  apartments.  In 
Waneey^  app.,  Perkins^  resp.,  EHVb  case,  7  M.  &  O.  161,  8  Scott,  N. 
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B.  978, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  252,  one  who  had  the  ezclnsiye  occupation  of 
a  floor  in  a  house, — the  landlord  himself  residing  on  the  premises^ — was 
held  not  entitled  to  be  registered,  although  he  had  a  key  of  the  outer 
door,  in  common  with  his  landlord.  There,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  says :  "  If 
the  portion  of  the  premises  in  the  occupation  of  this  claimant,  were  so 
completely  divided  from  the  rest  of  the  house  that  the  landlord  had  given 
up  to  the  tenant  all  dominion  over  it,  the  case  would  have  been  different. 
But  here,  the  claimant  is  let  into  possession  of  the  second  floor,  the  land- 
lord himself  retaining  possession  of  the  rest  of  the  house.  This  puts  the 
claimant  in  the  condition  of  a  mere  lodger  or  inmate."  And  Erle,  J., 
refers  to  Keamey'%  case,  1  Alcock's  Reg.  Cas.  (Irish)  22.  (a)  There,  the 
claimant  occupied  a  front  apartment  as  a  shop.  There  was  no  door  from 
this  shop  immediately  opening  into  the  street,  but  the  passage  from  the 
shop  to  the  street  was  through  a  hall,  in  which  there  was  also  a  door 
opening  to  a  staircase  and  apartments  occupied  by  other  lodgers.  The 
street  door  was  open  all  day,  but  locked  at  night.  The  claimant  had  one 
key,  and  the  landlord's  brother  another.  The  landlord  did  not  reside 
upon  the  premises.  It  was  held  that  the  claimant  was  entitled  *to  p^oo 
vote.  Score,  app.,  Huggett^  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  95,  8  Scott,  K  R.  "■ 
919,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  198,  is  precisely  in  point.  There,  the  occupier 
of  part  of  a  house,  who  had  a  key  of  his  ovm  apartments,  as  well  as  a 
key  of  the  street  door,  the  landlord  not  residing  in  or  occupying  any 
paxt  of  the  premises,  was  held  entitled  to  vote.  The  right  does  not 
depend  upon  whether  or  not  the  party  has  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  but* 
upon  the  degree  of  control  retained  by  the  owner.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  In 
the  return  made  to  parliament  by  the  late  chief  justice  in  1846,  the 
grounds  of  the  decisions  in  the  three  cases  you  cite,  are  thus  stated : — 
In  PiUSy  app.,  Smedley,  resp.,  '4t  was  held  by  the  court,  that  a  lodger 
in  a  house  does  not  occupy  premises  either  '  as  owner  or  tenant,'  within 
the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27 ;  and  that  a  man  is  a  lodger 
only,  when  the  oumer  of  the  house  resides  therein,  and  has  the  control 
over  the  outer  door.**  In  Score,  app.  Huggett,  resp.,  ^4t  was  decided 
that  a  man  who  had  the  separate  and  exclusive  occupation  of  apartments 
in  a  house,  of  which  apartments  he  had  a  key,  and  had  also  a  separate 
key,  for  his  own  use,  of  the  outer  door, — the  landlord  of  the  house  not 
residing  therein,  nor  occupying  any  part  of  the  house, — ^was  an  occupier, 
as  tenant,  of  a  house,  {b)  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45."  In 
Wansey,  app.,  Perkins,  resp.  {HUTb  case),  ''the  question  also  was  one 
of  occupation  as  tenant.  One  Hill,  the  claimant,  exclusively  occupied 
the  whole  of  the  second  floor  of  the  house ;  but  the  landlord  also  resided 
in  the  house,  the  outer  door  of  which  was  kept  closed,  both  the  landlord 

(c)  Cited  Rogers  on  Electiom,  169,  Elliott,  152. 

(6)  There  the  party  claimed  to  be  registered,  not  in  respect  of  "a  house,*'  bnt  in  respect  of 
"  apartments.'*  Maule,  J.,  intimated  an  opinion  that  that  was  a  sufficient  description  of  the 
^lalification.  That  point,  however,  was  not  decided ;  no  question  as  to  the  sofficiencsr  of  the 
deNription  of  the  qualification  having  been  raised  by  the  revising  barrister. 
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^oQ-i  ond  JBiU  hmng  a  hey  of  mch  door.  Tke  court  held,  under  tkeee 
^  ^circumstances,  he  was  a  lodger  only,  and  did  not  oeeupj  as  tenant 
of  ike  house  (a)  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  2T."]  The 
fact  upon  which  the  decisions  turn,  is,  the  residence  or  non-residence  of 
the  landlord  upon  the  premises.  The  cases  as  to  burglary  are  quite  deci« 
siye  on  the  subject.  In  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  page  566,  it  is  said, 
that,  ^'  if  A.  hires  a  chamber  in  the  house  of  B.  for  a  certain  time, 
wherein  he  lodgeth,  and,  during  the  time  contracted  for,  it  is  broken 
open,  this  is  burglary ;  and  the  indictment  shall  suppose  it  to  be  domum 
maneionalem  of  A."  That  dictum  being  referred  to  in  Lee  v.  O-aneel^ 
Cowp.  1,  2,  8,  Lord  Maksfibld  said:  ^'  How  far  Lord  Halh  meant  to 
carry  his  opinion,  in  the  passage  that  has  been  cited,  it  is  difficult  to  say. 
Where  a  burglary  is  committed  in  the  apartments  of  one  who  lodges  in  a 
house,  the  circumstance  of  the  owner* e  living  in  Uy  or  his  occupying  only 
a  shop  or  cellar,  in  which  he  doee  not  eUep^  makes  a  very  material  differ- 
ence as  to  the  form  of  the  indictment ;  for,  in  the  latter  case,  the  lodger 
has  the  oiUer  door  entirely  to  himself;  and  the  burglary  in  such  case 
must  be  laid  to  be  hi  the  house  of  the  lodger:  but  it  is  otherwise  in  the 
former  case ;  for,  there  it  must  be  laid  to  be  in  the  house  of  the  owner. 
And,  notwithstanding  the  greatness  of  Lord  Halb's  authority,  it  appears 
not  clearly  expressed,  or  perhaps  not  fully  considered :  at  aU  events,  we 
must  not  determine  upon  a  single  and  uncertain  dictum^  against  the  many 
late  and  positive  cases,  grounded  on  the  oldest  decisions  and  most  estab- 
**301  ^^^^  principles."(6)  Li  The  King  v.  ^BogerSy  1  Leach,  0.  G. 
-'  89,  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  breaking  and  entering  the  dwell- 
ing-house of  one  Chandler.  It  appeared  that  the  owner  of  the  house 
had  let  the  whole  of  it  in  apartments  to  different  persons,  and  did  not 
khabit  any  part  himself;  that  Chandler  rented  the  bottom  part  of  the 
house,  viz.  a  shop  and  a  parlour,  and  a  cellar  under  them,  for  121,  10^. 
per  annum;  that  the  owner  had  taken  back  the  cellar  for  tiie  purpose  of 
keeping  wood  and  lumber  in  it,  and  for  which  he  gave  Chandler  10s.  a  year, 
which  he  deducted  from  the  121. 10s. ;  that  the  entrance  to  the  house  was 
through  a  passage  by  a  door  which  opened  into  and  from  the  street ;  that, 
in  the  passage,  another  door  opened  into  the  parlour,  and  beyond  that  a 
stidrcase  led  to  the  upper  apartments ;  and  that  the  shop  and  parlour  were 
broken  open.  The  prisoner's  counsel  objected  that  this  was  improperly 
laid  to  be  the  dwelling-house  of  Chandler.  But  the  judges  held  ^^  that 
the  shop  and  parlour  were  properly  laid  to  be  the  dwelling-house  of  the 
prosecutor.    They  argued,  that  it  could  not  be  charged  to  be  the  dwell- 

(a)  There  also  the  party  limited  his  olaim  to  be  registered  as  tenant  of  '*  three  rooms.'*  In 
one  of  the  caaea  consolidated  with  that  case,  the  qualification  was  described  as  *'  chambers," 
and  in  another  as  "  counting-house  and  two  rooms.** 

Vide  Downingt  app.,  Luekett,  reap.,  post,  p.  40. 

(6)  See  Kelynge,  p.  83,  where  it  is  said—'*  As  to  an  inmate  who  goeth  in  at  the  same  door 
as  the  owner  of  the  house,  he  is  in  the  nature  of  a  lodger;  'and,  if  has  chamber  be  broken  open, 
it  ia  burglary ;  but  the  indictment  must  be  laid  for  breaking  the  dwelling-house  of  him  that  let 
it.  and  not  of  thft  inmate/' 
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ing-Junue  of  tbe  owner,  as  he  did  not  inhabit  any  part  of  it ;  and  itj 
wider  saeh  circnmstances,  it  were  not  to  be  considered  as  the  dwelling- 
hooM  of  the  persons  who  rented  the  apartments,  houses  in  these  situa- 
tions, which  are  extremely  common  in  London,  would  be  altogether 
unprotected  against  burglary.  But,  if  the  owner  h&d  inhabited  any  part 
of  the  house,  it  would  have  been  otherwise ;  for,  then  the  renters  would 
hare  been  lodgers  or  inmates,  and  it  mnst  have  been  charged  to  be  the 
dwdling-hoose  of  the  ownw."  So,  in  The  King  v.  OarreU,  1  Leach, 
C.  C.  287,  a  garret  made  use  of  as  a  workshop,  and  rented  with  a  sleep- 
ing-TOora,  by  the  week,  was  held  to  be  the  mansion-house  of  '^'the  r-^^n^ 
lodger, — the  landlord  not  sleeping  under  the  same  roof.  Again,  ^ 
in  The  King  t.  TrapBhaw^  1  Leach,  C.  G.  427,(a)  it  was  held  that  a 
house,  the  whole  of  which  is  let  out  in  lodgings,  and  which  has  one  outer 
door  oommon  to  all  its  inmates,  is  the  mansion-house  of  its  several 
inhabitants.  GoutiB,  J.,  in  this  case,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
judges,  says :  '^  The  reason  of  this  opinion  becomes  evident  the  moment 
it  is  stated.  The  owner  of  the  house  is,  if  I  may  so  express  myself,  the 
lord  of  it ;  but,  having  relinquished  every  part  of  it  to  the  habitation  of 
eAoB,  it  eaonot  with  any  propriety  be  considered  as  his  mansion  or 
dw^]]^4ioii6e.  The  entirety  which  resides  with  him  is  split  mto  several 
poeeessions;  and  every  separate  apartment,  being  in  a  distinct  and 
several  occupation,  is  the  distinct  mansion-house  of  its  respective  pos- 
seesw*"  This  point  was  very  much  considered  in  TJ^  Queen  v.  Lady 
Smibf  Pemanbyy  8  Q.  B.  81, 1  Ghile  ft  D.  719,  but  the  decinon  there 
proceeded  npon  another  ground.  The  same  doctrine  applies  in  cases  of 
trespass.  Thus,  in  Monks  v.  DykeB,  4  M.  &  W.  567,  it  was  held  that  a 
plea^  to  trespass  for  assault  and  battery,  that  the  defendant  was  in  pos- 
session of  a  dweUmg-howey  and  that  the  plaintiff  disturbed  him  in  his 
possession,  wherefore  he  turned  him  out,  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that 
the  defendant  was  a  lodger  occupying  one  room  in  a  house,  the  landlord 
keepiiig  the  key  of  the  outer  door,  and  residing  there.  Parke,  B.,  there 
says :  *'  I  thought,  at  nini  prius,  that  the  plea  was  not  made  out ;  that 
die  defendant  should  have  shown  himself  to  be  in  the  occupation  of  a 
dwelling-house  such  as  that  he  could  have  miuntained  trespass  for  the 
invasion  of  it ;  whereas,  he  proved  himself  to  be  merely  a  lodger,  in 
secopation  of  a  room  in  another  person's  house.  It  is  very  important 
diat  accuracy  of  pleading  should  be  ^observed ;  and  I  should  then  r^oa 
have  acted  on  my  opinion,  but  for  the  case  of  Fenn  v.  Qrafton^ 
2  N.  C.  617,  8  Scott,  56,  whidi,  on  the  cursory  examination  I  then  made 
of  it,  seemed  to  be  an  authority  the  other  way;  but,  on  a  more  attentive 
consideration  of  it,  I  think  it  clearly  is  not ;  it  only  decides — ^what  is 
quite  correct — ^that  a  messuage  and  a  dwelling-house  are  substantially 
the  same  thing,  and,  therefore,  that  if  rooms  be  so  occupied  as  to  be  in 
fact  a  dwelling-house,  they  may  be  described  as  a  messuage.    There  was 

(a)  And  see  Thu  King  r.  Turner,  lb.  305. 
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nothiug  inconsistent  in  the  facts  of  that  case,  with  the  supposition  of  the 
rooms  being  occupied  as  an  exclusive  dwelling-honse.  The  passage 
quoted  by  Tikdal,  G.  J.,  from  Lord  Goke,(a)  clearly  refers  to  a  chamber 
under  certain  circumstances — ^where  a  house  is  divided  into  several 
chambers,  with  separate  outer  doors.  If  that  had  been  the  case  here, 
then  the  room  would  have  been  properly  described  as  a  dwelling-house." 
It  is  quite  clear,  therefore,  that  as  the  landlord  does  not  rende  upon  the 
premises,  they  could  not  for  any  purpose  be  said  to  be  his  dwelling-house ; 
and  that  the  appellant  has  such  a  distinct  and  exclusive  occupation 
as  tenant  of  the  apartments  rented  by  him  as  to  entitle  him  to  be 
registered. 

Orovty  for  the  respondent.  The  appellant  does  not  occupy  "  as  tenant" 
any  '^  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,"  within 
the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27.  The  settlement  cases,  and  cases  relating  to 
indictments  for  burglary,  are  not  in  general  of  much  assistance  in  the 
discussion  of  questions  upon  the  reform  and  registration  acts.  The  case 
of  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Diteheat,  9  B.  ft  C.  85,  1  M.  &  B. 
^^^-  151,  however,  is  an  authority  to  "^show  that  the  landlord  here  might 

^  be  considered  as  the  occupier  of  the  whole  house.  The  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  appellant  assumes  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  vote,  because 
the  landlord  does  not  reMe — ^that  is,  eat,  drink,  and  sleep — ^in  the  house. 
That  clearly  is  a  fallacy.(i)  The  question  turns  iq>on  die  exclusiveness 
of  the  occupation  as  tenant.  Wright^  app.,  The  Town-Qlerk  of  Stock- 
portj  resp.,  was  a  totally  different  case:  there  the  parties  held  distinct 
tenements.  Here,  as  in  PittSj  app.,  Smedlejfj  resp.,  and  in  Waneeif^ 
app.,  PerkinSy  resp.  (jBt^rs  case),  the  landlord  only  gives  a  limited  enjoy- 
ment to  the  inmates.  The  only  possible  distinction  between  the  last-cited 
case  and  the  present,  is,  that  here  the  landlord  did  not  sleep  on  the 
premises.  That,  however,  is  not  essential,  provided  he  occupies  a  part. 
To  entitle  the  tenant  to  be  registered,  his  enjoyment  must,  in  die  language 
of  Crampton,  J.,  in  Kearney* b  case,  be  full,  free,  and  exclusive,  and  he 
must  command  the  entrance  to  and  exit  from  the  premises.  In  The 
Queen  v.  Ladg  Emily  Ponsanby^  the  appellant  had  the  sole  and  exclu- 
sive dominion  over  the  outer  door.  In  Seore^  app.,  Huggetty  resp.,  the 
case  principally  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  the  landlord  occupied  no 
part  of  the  premises;  which  materially  distinguishes  that  case.  [V. 
Williams,  J.  Suppose  there  were  two  lodgers,  each  of  whom  had  a 
key  of  the  outer  door,  and  the  landlord  had  none ;  which  of  them  would 
be  entitled  to  vote  ?]  Both  the  tenants,  provided  the  landlord  neither 
resided  in  nor  occupied  any  part  of  the  premises,  and  the  qualification 
was  in  other  respects  sufficient ;  for,  in  that  case,  each  would  have  the 
exclusive  occupation  of  his  dcmus  mansianaUs.    It  will  be  manifestly 

(a)  3  ImL  65.  '*  Likewise  a  chamber  or  room»  be  it  upper  or  lower,  wherein  any  person 
does  inhabit  or  dwell,  is  dosuu  wtamionaiu  in  law." 

(&)  See  WUkom,  app.,  Thoma»,  reap.,  7  M.  dt  G.  1,  6  Scott,  N.  R.  7B3,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas. 
1S5. 
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meo&TOuent,  if  die  d^ee  of  occapation  by  the  landlord,  is  to  be  brought 
in  qoestion  in  eyery  case. 

*Oromptony  in  reply.    The  appellant  clearly  occupies  as  tenant ;   r^ni 
he  has  the  ezcloBive  occupation  of  his  own  apartments ;  and  he  has 
free  and  uncontrolled  access  to  them  at  all  times.     In  Wrighty  app., 
The  Town  Clerk  of  Stoekp&rtf  resp.,  the  landlords  were  treated  as 
occupiers. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  question  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
this  case  is  a  yery  limited  one :  for,  after  stating  yarious  facts  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  tenant's  interest,  and  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  the  case 
proceeds  to  state  that  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that, 
as  the  landlord  did  not  reside  in,  but  merely  occupied  a  part  of,  the 
house,  the  landlord's  occupation  did  not  prevent  the  appellant  from 
being  entitled  to  be  registered ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was 
urged,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  appellant  had  no  exclusive  control  over  the 
outer  door,  he  was  to  be  considered  as  a  mere  lodger,  and,  consequently, 
not  entitled  to  the  franchise.  The  objection,  therefore,  upon  which  the 
revising  barrister  decided  that  the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  be  upon 
the  register,  was,  that  he  had  no  exclusive  control  over  the  outer  door 
of  the  house.  I  am  of  opinion  that  that  objection  is  not  well  founded, 
and  that  the  absence  of  exclusive  control  over  the  outer  door,  does  not 
disentitle  the  tenant  to  vote.  It  seems  to  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  revising  barrister  to  refer  it  to  the  court  to  say  whether  or  not  this 
nngle  circumstance  constituted  the  party  a  mere  lodger.  Now,  the  27th 
section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  enacts,  that  every  male  person  of  full  age, 
who  shall  occupy,  as  owner  or  tenant,  ^^  any  house,  warehouse,  counting- 
house,  shop,  or  other  building,"  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less 
than  10/.,  shall,  if  duly  registered  according  to  the  provisions  therein- 
after contained,  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  to  serve 
in  parliament.  What  did  *the  legislature  intend  to  be  comprised  r-^n^ 
within  these  words  ?  We  all  well  know  that  the  terms  "  ware-  ^ 
house,  counting-house,  shop,"  import  parts  of  houses  devoted  to  particu- 
lar purposes  of  business ;  and  the  general  words  that  follow,  ^^  or  other 
building,"  must  have  intended  to  embrace  other  separate  occupations  of 
distinct  portions  of  a  house.  The  object  of  the  legislature  in  introducing 
these  words,  seems  to  have  been,  to  prevent  the  discussions  that  might 
be  expected  to  arise  out  oF  the  previous  words.  I  cannot  help  thinking 
that  the  apartments  which  this  party  is  described  as  occupying,  should 
be  held  to  fall  within  the  words  ^^  other  building,"  just  as  much  as  the 
words  *^  warehouse,  counting-house,  or  shop,"  are  satisfied  by  the  occu- 
pation of  distinct  portions  of  a  house  for  the  purposes  before  adverted 
to.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  Toms  was  the  occupier  of  premises 
of  a  description,  which,  if  occupied  in  a  certain  manner,  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  him  to  a  vote.  The  occupation  must  be  as  a  tenant,  in 
cbe  popular  sense  of  an  occupation,  as  of  right,  under  a  demise,  which 
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gives  the  party  an  exdusive  right  to  the  poaaeBeion  of  the  thing  demiaed. 
The  case  finds  that  Toms  occupied  a  first-floor,  consisting  of  two  rooms, 
at  a  rent  of  5$.  6(2.  per  week.  An  occupation  at  a  rent,  I  can  only 
understand  as  importing  a  demise.  And,  even  if  the  case  had  not  so 
stated,  I  should  infer  that  the  tenant  had  the  exclusive  occupation  of 
the  roomii.  But,  looking  at  the  whole  case,  and  at  the  question  reserved 
by  the  revising  barrister,  it  is  quite  clear  that  Toms  had  the  exclusive 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  apartments.  Here,  then,  is  a  party  occu- 
pying a  part  of  a  house  as  tenant,  with  a  right  to  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion. What  is  there  to  cut  down  his  character  of  tenant,  so  as  to  exclude 
him  from  the  benefit  of  the  act  of  parliament?  A  man  may  have  ik. 
right  to  the  exclusive  possession  of  apartments  in  a  house,  and  yet  an- 
^rt/»-i  other  may  have  such  *a  degree  of  dominion  over  the  whole  as  to 

-I  denude  such  possession  of  the  character  of  a  tenancy  under  the 
reform  act.  The  court  has  on  various  occasions  had  to  consider  whether 
or  not  the  occupier  of  apartments  had,  under  certain  circumstances, 
such  an  exclusive  occupation  as  tenant  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  as 
to  entitle  him  to  be  registered.  Where  the  landlord  has  been  found 
residing  in  part  of  the  house,  and  retaining  the  key  of  the  outer  door, 
the  court  has  inferred  that  he  thereby  reserved  to  himself  the  dominion 
over  the  whole  of  the  premises,  as  to  prevent  an  occupier  of  apartments 
therein  from  being  deemed  a  tenant  within  the  act.(«)  So,  where  the 
occupier  of  the  apartments  likewise  had  a  key  of  the  outer  door.(ft) 
But,  where  the  landlord  did  not  reside  in  or  occupy  any  part  of  the 
house,  and  the  lodger  had  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  the  latter  was  held 
to  occupy  as  tenant  within  the  statute.((;)  The  case  now  presented  to 
us  is  that  of  a  party  having  the  exclusive  occupation  as  tenant  of  apart^ 
ments  in  a  house,  in  which  the  landlord  does  not  reside, — that  is,  abide 
by  night  as  well  as  by  day, — ^but  merely  occupies  a  shop  and  parlour 
therein,  and  has  a  key  of  the  outer  door  thereof,  the  tenant  also  having 
a  key.  Where  the  landlord  resides  on  the  premises,  it  may  not  be  ne- 
cessary to  give  a  lodger  the  right  and  the  power  of  free  ingress  at  all 
times.  But,  what  is  the  just  inference  where  the  landlord  is  not  there 
to  exercise  a  dominion  over  the  entrance  ?  It  does  not  appear  to  me 
that  the  same  result  follows,  where  the  landlord  himself  resides  upon 
the  premises,  as  where  he  simply  has  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  and  occu- 
pies a  shop  in  the  house,  but  does  not  reside  there.  To  give  him  the 
*^*n  ^^S^^  *^  ^^^>  ^^  ^  ^^^  necessary  that  the  tenant  should  have  the 

-'  exchmve  control  over  the  outer  door.  It  seems  to  me,  that,  under 
the  circumstances  stated  in  this  case,  the  apartments  in  question  fall 
within  the  words  "  other  building,"  and  were  occupied  by  the  appellant 
as  tenant  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  and  therefore,  that,  both  these 

(a)  PittB,  app.t  Smedley,  reap.,  cited  infra,  26. 
(h)  Wanteyj  app.,  PerkifUt  reap.  {HUVb  caw),  cited  infra,  27. 
.  (e)  Score,  app.,  Huggett,  reap.,  cited  infra,  28. 
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mcidents  concurring,  the  absence  of  exclusive  dominion  or  control  over 
the  outer  door  in  the  tenant  does  not  qualify  or  destroy  his  right  of 
Toting.  The  absence  of  such  exclusive  control  may  raise  an  inference 
against  the  sufficiency  of  the  tenancy,  when  coupled  with  other  circum- 
stances. Suppose  the  whole  house  were  let  to  different  tenants,  each  of 
whom  had  a  key,  but  no  one  of  them  the  exclusive  control  over  the  outer 
door,  the  occupation  being  in  other  respe  ts  sufficient,  what  would  there 
1)6  to  prevent  each  of  them  from  having  a  vote  ?  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  appellant  in  this  case  was  properly  qualified,  and  that  the  revising 
barrister  was  wrong  in  allowing  the  objection  to  prevail.  The  decision, 
therefore,  must  be  reversed. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  also  that  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  in  this  case  was  wrong.  He  has  not  given  us  a  very  distinct 
statement  of  the  nature  of  the  appellant's  interest  in  the  rooms  occupied 
by  him ;  but  I  think  that  the  facts  set  out  import  that  the  stipulation 
between  the  appellant  and  the  landlord  of  the  premises  was,  that  the 
former  should  have  the  exclusive  use  of  the  apartments  demised  to  him. 
Where,  in  consideration  of  a  yearly  or  other  rent,  a  party  engages  for 
the  exclusive  use  of  a  house,  that  primd  facie  imports  a  tenancy.  In 
Wanseyj  app.,  Perkins^  resp.  (JJiTTs  case),  the  court  thought  the  infer- 
ence of  tenancy  rebutted,  in  the  case  of  a  hiring  of  part  of  a  house,  by 
the  fact  of  the  landlord  being  resident  on  the  premises.  Here,  however, 
there  is  nothing  of  that  sort  to  interfere  ^with  the  tenant's  right,  rtoa 
There  is  but  one  other  point  in  this  case,  viz.,  whether  an  occupier  ^ 
of  part  of  a  house  can  be  held  to  be  a  tenant  within  the  meaning  of  the 
2  W.  c.  45,  s.  27.  The  particular  words  used  in  that  clause  are  consist- 
ent with  the  holding  being  of  a  portion  of  a  house ;  and  therefore  I 
think  a  tenancy  such  as  this  properly  falls  within  the  general  words, 
**  other  building." 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  the  appellant  in  this  case  was  entitled  to 
have  his  name  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters.  The  case  seems  to  me 
to  raise,  and  to  have  been  intended  to  raise,  the  question  as  to  the 
nature,  not  of  the  thing  occupied,  but  of  the  occupation.  It  is  well 
settled,  that  the  exclusive  occupation  of  a  floor  as  tenant  will  confer  a 
right  to  vote.  But  the  question  here  is,  whether  the  occupation  of 
Toms,  in  this  case,  was  an  occupation  as  tenant  within  the  meaning  of 
the  27th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  or  whether  his  occupation  was 
merely  that  of  a  lodger.  I  think  the  spirit  of  the  decisions  is  this : — 
Where  the  owner  of  a  house  takes  in  a  person  to  reside  in  a  part  of  it, 
though  such  person  has  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  rooms  appro- 
priated to  him,  and  the  uncontrolled  right  of  ingress  and  egress,  yet,  if 
the  owner  retains  his  character  of  master  of  the  house,  the  individual  so 
occupying  a  part  of  it,  occupies  it  as  a  lodger  only,  and  not  as  a  tenant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  27th  section.  The  fact  of  the  party  having 
or  not  having  a  key  of  the  outer  door,  is  not  decisive  of  the  question.  If 

VOL.  v. — 6 


88  Toms,  App.,  Luckett,  Resp.  M.  T.  1847. 

he  lias  a  key,  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  circumstance  of  otber  persons 
enjoying  the  same  privilege  can  make  any  difference ;  he  having  only  a 
right  of  way,  which  would  be  in  no  degree  affected  by  his  having  it  in: 
common  with  others.  But  the  question  depends  upon  whether  or  not 
^oQ-i  the  owner  of  the  house  resides  upon  the  premises,  '^'retaining  his 

-^  quality  of  master,  and  reserving  to  himself  the  general  control  and 
dominion  over  the  whole.  If  he  does,  the  inmate  is  a  mere  lodger.  It 
does  not,  however,  follow  that  the  owner  of  the  house  retains  his  charac- 
ter of  master,  merely  because  he  is  landlord.  He  may,  indeed,  expressly 
reserve  to  himself  the  general  superintendence  and  control,  though  he 
do  not  reside  on  the  premises;  but  it  will  not  be  inferred  merely  from 
the  fact  of  his  being  the  landlord.  Where,  as  here,  the  landlord  only 
occupies  a  part  of  the  premises,  but  not  in  the  character  of  master  of 
the  house  generally,  and  resides  elsewhere,  the  question  does  not,  I 
think,  arise.  In  that  case,  a  person  who  hires  apartments  in  the  house, 
at  a  rent,  having  constant  and  uninterrupted  access  to  them  at  all  times, 
no  one  having  any  control  over  him  in  that  respect,  is  to  be  considered 
the  tenant  within  the  statute,  and  as  such  entitled  to  vote. 

y .  Williams,  J.  I  concur  with  the  rest  of  the  court  in  thinking  that 
the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  in  this  case  ought  to  be  reversed ; 
though  I  must  confess  my  mind  is  not  free  from  doubt  on  the  subject. 
The  27th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  confers  the  right  of  voting  upon 
every  person  who  shall  occupy,  as  owner  or  tenant,  ^^  any  house,  ware- 
house, counting-house,  shop,  or  ot?ier  building"  of  the  clear  yearly  value 
of  not  less  than  101.  I  consider  that  the  claimant,  in  order  to  make  out 
his  right  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  must  be  in  a  situation  to 
maintain  trespass  in  respect  of  some  such  tenement  as  is  mentioned  in 
the  act.  I  feel  no  doubt  here  that  the  claimant  occupied  a«  tenant 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act :  the  only  doubt  I  have  entertained  is, 
whether  he  occupied  as  tenant  of  any  of  the  tenements  included  in  the 
27th  section.  Notwithstanding  the  case  of  TTr^Jb,  app.,  The  Toten 
^  .^-   Clerk  of  Stoekportj  resp.,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  he  is  the  ^occupier 

•J  of  a  ^'building"  within  that  section.  I  doubt  whether  the  general 
expression  is  satisfied  by  a  part  of  a  building.  The  doubt  I  entertain, 
however,  is  not  sufficiently  strong  to  induce  me  to  differ  from  the  rest 
of  the  court.  Decision  reversed.(a) 

(a)  See  the  next  caae. 
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HENRY  BOURNE  DOWNING,  Appellant,  WILLIAM  ENDELL 
LUCKETT,  Reflpoiident.(a)    JViw.  16. 

A.  ccenpied  as  a  eounting-houie,  aroom  in  a  house,  the  landlord  of  which  also  had  n  counting- 
bonae  there,  but  did  not  rend*  there.  There  waa  an  outer  door,  which  waa  locked  at  night. 
A.  had  no  key  of  this  door,  nor  waa  there  any  key-hole  on  the  outaide.  A  peraon  employed 
and  paid  by  the  landlord  lived  in  the  house,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  premises,  and 
letting  in  die  aeTeral  tenanta  when  the  outer  door  was  ckMed  i^Heldf  that  A.  waa  tenant  of 
a  oonnting-houae,  within  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  a.  27. 

William  Endell  Luceett  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  Henry 
Bourne  Downing  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  in  the  parish  of 
AUhallows  Staining,  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the 
city  of  London,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  counting-house  at  No. 
11,  Mark  Lane,  in  the  said  parish.  The  facts  of  the  case  were  as 
follows : — 

Henry  Bourne  Downing  occupied  a  counting-house  at  No.  11,  Mark 
Lane,  and  had  done  so  for  three  years,  at  a  rent  of  202.  a-year.  Six 
other  parties,  besides  hid  landlord,  respectively  occupied  counting-houses 
in  the  same  house.  There  was  but  one  outer  entrance  Into  *the  ^^.^ 
house.  At  the  outer  entrance  there  was  a  small  swing  iron  gate,  '- 
which  was  kept  sometimes  open  and  sometimes  shut  during  the  daytime; 
but  it  was  never  locked.  There  was  also  a  large  wooden  gate,  and  like- 
wise a  door,  at  the  outer  entrance,  both  of  which  were  kept  open  during 
the  daythne ;  but  they  were  shut  and  locked  inside  every  night,  by  one 
Enever,  one  of  the  landlord's  clerks,  who  resided  in  the  upper  part  of 
the  house,  with  his  family,  and  who  kept  the  keys.  Enever  also  unlocked 
and  opened  the  outer  door  and  the  large  gate  every  morning.'  The 
landlord  required  him  to  reside  there  for  the  protection  of  the  premises, 
and  the  accommodation  of  those  who  occupied  counting-houses  there ; 
and,  in  the  event  of  his  leaving,  the  landlord  must  have  had  another  per- 
son to  reside  there  in  his  place.  Neither  the  large  gate  nor  the  outer 
door  had  a  key-hole  outside,  and  therefore  they  could  only  be  locked  and 
unlocked  inside.  Enever  paid  no  rent  in  money  for  his  apartments ;  but 
he  conndered  that  he  paid  it  in  his  services.  After  entering  at  the  outer 
entrance,  which  was  common  to  the  landlord  and  to  all  his  tenants,  and 
proceeding  along  a  short  passage,  ascending  some  steps,  and  turning  for 
a  short  way  to  the  right,  the  appellant  passed  the  door  of  the  landlord's 
ooonting-house,  and  then  through  folding-doors  into  a  passage  that  led 
to  the  door  of  his  own  counting-house.  There  was  a  water-closet  near 
to  the  landlord's  counting-house  door,  common  to  all  the  inmates ;  and 
the  party  objected  to,  if  he  desired  to  use  it,  must  return  to  it  through 
the  folding-doors.    He  paid  Enever  a  small  yearly  sum  in  consideration 

(a)  This  caae  waa  argued  before  the  decision  of  the  court  was  pronounced  in  the  preceding 
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of  his  servant's  sweeping  the  passage  between  his  own  and  the  landlord's 
counting-houses.  He  had  no  key  of  the  outer  gate  or  door ;  and,  if  he 
wished  to  gain  admittance  after  the  large  gate  and  door  at  the  outer 
^ .  ^-  entrance  were  ^ut  at  night,  or  before  they  were  open  in  the  *mom- 
•^  ing,  he  could  only  do  so  by  ringing  a  bell,  and  getting  it  answered 
by  Enever,  the  landlord's  clerk. 

Downing,  the  party  objected  to,  read  a  letter,  addressed  to  himself 
by  Enever,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"  11,  Mark  Lane,  15  October,  1847. 

^^Sir, — ^in  reply  to  your  question — ^whether  the  outside  gates  are 
locked  at  night  or  not,  by  myself  or  servant,' — ^I  beg  to  state  they  are  ; 
but,  of  course,  you  or  your  servants  would  be  admitted  at  any  hour  of 
the  night,  you  having  a  right." 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  objector,  that,  there  being  but  one 
outer  entrance  into  No.  11,  the  landlord  using  that  entrance,  and  occu- 
pying a  counting-house  there,  the  landlord's  servant  keeping  the  keys 
of  the  outer  entrance,  and  the  appellant  having  no  key  thereof^  mx  in- 
dependent power  of  access, — ^the  appellant  was  not  entitled,  under  the  2 
W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27,  to  be  registered  as  a  voter  for  the  city,  in  respect  of 
his  said  occupation. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  urged,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  the 
reform  act  did  not  contemplate,  that,  under  the  circumstances  stated,  the 
party  objected  to  should  not  be  enfranchised ;  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  be  registered. 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  objection  to  be  valid,  and  expunged 
the  name  of  the  party  objected  to  from  the  list  of  voters.  If  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  deoisicm  was  erroneous,  the  name  of  the 
appellant  is  to  be  re-inserted  in  the  list. 

Oramptany  for  the  appellant.  The  appellant  in  this  case  is  within  the 
precise  words  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27.  He  occupies  a  "  counting- 
house"  as  tenant.  It  would  be  singular  to  hold,  that,  although  he  hBf 
^431  ®^^^^^^^  '^'occupation  of  his  counting-house,  yet,  because  he  has,  by 
-*  arrangement  with  his  landlord,  a  convenient  mode  of  enjoying  the 
premises,  in  common  with  other  occupiers,  his  interest  is  therefore  less 
than  that  of  a  tenant.  Enever  is  there,  not  occupying  a  part  of  the 
house  as  a  member  of  the  landlord's  fapuly,  but  rather  as  the  servant  of 
the  seven  tenants.  It  may  be  that  Enever  is  a  tenant,  paying  rent  in 
the  shape  of  services ;  and  then  jEeom^'s  case(a)  will  be  in  point.  If 
a  burglary  were  committed  in  the  counting-house  in  question,  how  would 
it  be  described  ?   Clearly  not  as  Enever's,  or  as  the  landlord's. 

Orovff  for  the  respondent.  The  distinction  between  this  case  and  that 
of  Tame^  app.,  Luckett^  resp.,(i)  is,  that  here  the  landlord  himself  occu*- 
pies  a  part  of  the  house,  and,  by  his  servant  Enever,  retains  such  a  degree 
of  superintendence  and  control  over  the  whole,  as  to  prevent  any  one  of 

(a)  Cited  infra,  p.  27.  (fr)  Infra,  p.  83. 
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the  tenants  from  acquiring  that  exolosive  poBaession  whioh  is  essential  to 
give  them  a  right  to  vote. 

ChromfUmj  in  reply.  All  the  possession  the  landlord  retains  here,  is, 
that  of  his  own  coanting-house,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  several  tenants 
have  the  possession  of  theirs.  No  one  has  control  over  the  whole  house. 
Could  the  landlord,  to  the  exclusion  of  Downing,  bring  trespass  simply 
for  a  breaking  and  entering  of  the  counting-house  of  Downing  ? 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  In  this  case  it  is  clear  that  the  landlord  retained 
nothing  of  his  interest  with  respect  to  the  counting-house  in  question. 
The  appellant  is  the  occupier  of  a  counting-house  as  tenant,  within  the 
words  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27.  The  question  is,  whether  *tbe  p^^ 
circumstance  of  the  landlord  having  a  person  living  on  the  pre-  '- 
mises,  '^  for  the  protection  of  the  premises,  and  the  accommodation  of 
those  who  occupied  counting-houses  thare,"  in  any  degree  operates  to 
limit  the  interest  granted  to  the  tenant  I  am  unable  to  distingui^  the 
eaae  from  that  of  chambers  in  the  Albany,  or  shops  in  Burlington  Arcade, 
where  there  is  a  common  entrance,  and  a  portw  in  attendance  to  open 
the  gate,  and  for  the  general  protection  and  accommodation  of  the  several 
McnpierB.  There  is  nothing  to  indicate  any  intenticm  on  the  part  of  the 
landlord  to  retain  to  himself  any  dominion  over  the  premises,  in  derog^r 
tien,  or  in  restriction,  of  the  rights  of  the  tenant.  It  appears  to  me  to 
Ve  quite  clear  that  the  appellant  occupied  as  tenant  without  limitatioii 
and  without  restraint,  and,  therefore,  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  his  name 
inserted  in  the  register. 

OoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  notliing  in  the 
case  to  warrant  the  inference  that  Enever  resided  in  the  house  as  a  part 
of  the  family  of  the  landlord.  And  that  was  the  only  point  susceptible 
of  argument. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  the  appellant  in  this  (mse  was  the  occupier  of 
a  counting-house  as  tenant  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  There  is  an 
entire  absence  of  evidence  to  show  diat  the  landlord  retained  such  a  con- 
trol over  the  subject-matter  of  the  demise,  as  to  reduce  Downing's  occu* 
pation  to  something  less  than  an  occupation  ^^  as  tenant."  Enever  resides 
upon  the  premises,  not  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the  tenants,  but 
for  their  convenience  and  accommodation.  It  appears,  that,  for  the 
better  security  of  the  premises,  the  outer  door  has  no  key-hole  outsidob 
A  key,  therefore,  would  not  enable  the  tenants  to  let  themselves  in. 
But  Enever  and  his  family  are  there  for  the  purpose  of  giring  *them  p^i^ 
access  to  their  several  eounling-houBes  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure. 

y.  Williams^  J.,  conenrr^.  Judgment  reversed. 
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County  of  Monmouth, 

JAMES  BIRCH,  Appellant,  EDMUND  BUTLER  EDWARDS, 
Respondent.    Nov,  15. 

The  service  of  a  notice  of  objection  by  post,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  t.  100,  is  not  proved 
by  the  production  of  a  stamped  copy,  similar  in  all  respects  to  the  notice  left  with  the  post- 
master, save  that  it  has  no  external  oddreu;  such  copy  not  being  a  "  stamped  dmfiieate^** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

Jambs  Birch  objected  to  the  name  of  Francis  Brittain,  of  Gtarndif* 
faith,  being  retained  on  the  list  of  yoters  for  the  parish  of  Treyethin. 

To  prove  a  service  of  notice  of  objection  on  Francis  Brittain,  an 
alleged  duplicate  notice,  bearing  the  postmark  '^Pontjpool,  Ang.  24, 
1847,"  was  produced;  but,  on  inspection,  it  appeared,  that  thoi^h 
posted  in  due  time,  and  correctly  drawn,  according  to  the  form  in  the 
6  &;  7  Yict.  c.  18,  schedule  (A.)  No.  5,  it  was  not  ^^dulj  directed*'  to  the 
said  Francis  Brittain,  unless,  as  was  contended,  the  words  on  the  face 
and  at  the  top  of  the  notice,  ^^  To  Mr.  Francis  Brittain,  Oamdiffidth," 
could  be  considered  a  direction. 

It  was  proved,  that  on  the  back  of  the  notice  which  was  delivered  to 
«nd  retained  by  the  postmaster  at  Pontypool,  to  be  forwarded  by  post 
to  Francis  Brittain,  the  words  ^^To  Mr.  Francis  Brittain,  Gamdi&ith," 
were  written  so  as  to  form,  when  the  paper  was  folded  into  the  shape  of 
a  letter,  an  external  direction  to  him. 

*461       ^^  ^^  contended,  on  the  part  of  Brittain,  that  the  '^'service  of 
^  notice  of  objection  upon  him  was  not  duly  proved,  inasmuch  ajs  the 
two  papers  were  not  duplicates. 

The  revising  barrister  being  of  that  opinion,  retained  the  name  of 
Brittain  upon  the  list  of  voters.  But,  in  order  to  give  the  objector  an 
opportunity  of  availing  himself  of  his  notfce  of  objection,  in  case  the 
Oourt  of  Common  Pleas  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  Brittain  was 
i^alled  upon  to  prove  his  qualification,  and  failed  to  do  so. 

If  the  court  shall  think  the  service  of  the  notice  of  objection  duly 
proved,  notwithstanding  the  absence  of  external  direction  on  the  alleged 
duplicate  thereof,  the  register  is  to  be  altered,  by  expunging  from  the 
list  the  names  of  Francis  Brittain  and  of  forty-nine  other  persons 
objected  to  by  notices  in  the  like  form  and  similarly  served,  and  whose 
appeals  are  consolidated  with  the  principal  case;  otherwise,  the  register 
is  to  remain  unaltered. 

Keatmg^  for  the  appellant.  The  lOOth  section  of  the  6  &;  7  Vict.  c. 
18,  enacts,  ^Hhat  it  shall  be  sufficient,  in  every  case  of  notice  to  any 
person  objected  to  in  any  list  of  county,  city,  or  borough  voters,  and  in 
the  livery  list  of  the  city  of  London,  and  also  in  the  case  of  county 
voters,  to  the  occupying  tenant  whose  name  and  place  of  abode  appears 
in  such  respective  list  as  aforesaid,  if  the  notice  so  required  to  be  given 
as  aforesaid  shall,  on  or  before  the  25th  of  August,  be  sent  by  the  post, 
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free  of  postage,  or  the  stim  chargeable  as  postage  for  the  same  being 
first  paid,  directed  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  sent,  at  his 
place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  said  list  of  Toters ;  and,  wheneyer 
any  person  shall  be  desirons  of  sending  any  snch  notice  of  objection  by 
the  post,  he  shall  deliver  the  same,  duly  directed,  open  and  in  duplicate, 
to  the  postmaster  of  any  post-office,  where  money  orders  are  received 
or  paid,  within  such  hours  as  shall  have  been  previously  given  notice 
of  at  such  *post-office,  and  imder  such  regulations  with  respect  to  r-^^w 
the  registration  of  such  letters,  and  the  fee  to  be  paid  for  such  re-  ^ 
gistration  (which  fee  shall  in  no  case  exceed  2(2.  over  and  above  the  ordi- 
nary rate  of  postage),  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  made  by  the  post- 
master-general in  that  behalf;  and,  in  all  cases  in  which  such  fee  shall 
have  been  duly  paid,  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the  said  notice  and 
the  duplicate,  and,  on  being  satisfied  that  they  are  alike  in  their  address 
and  in  their  contents,  shall  forward  one  of  them  to  its  address,  by  the 
post,  and  shall  return  the  other  to  the  party  bringing  the  same,  duly 
stamped  with  the  stamp  of  the  said  post-office ;  and  the  production,  by 
the  party  who  posted  such  notice,  of  such  stamped  duplicate,  shall  be 
evidence  of  the  notice  having  been  given  to  ^e  person,  at  the  place 
mentioned  in  such  duplicate,  on  the  day  on  which  such  notice  would,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  delivered  at  such  place."  By 
this  section,  the  notice  is  required  to  be  addressed  to  the  party  for  whom^ 
it  is  intended.  It  is  quite  immaterial  upon  what  part  of  the  paper  the 
address  is  placed ;  its  repetition  by  way  of  endorsement  is  not  required. 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  notice  from  being  written  on  a  card ; 
and  in  that  case  it  could  hardly  be  contended  that  the  direction  need  be 
repeated.  All  that  is  required  is,  an  address  such  as  will  enable  the 
postmaster  to  transmit  the  notice  by  the  post  to  the  party  for  whom  it  is 
btended.  The  copy  produced  does  in  fact  literally  comply  with  the 
form  in  Sched.  (A.)  No.  5.  The  two  papers  are  required  to  be  dupli- 
cates only  in  all  essential  particulars;  and  these  are  so.  Besides,  here. 
the  revising  barrister  has  found  enough  to  make  this  a  good  service  of 
notice,  irrespective  of  the  stamp. 

jByles,  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent.  The  stamped  copy  produced  clearly 
is  not  a  "  duplicate,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  The  notice  is  to  be 
dufy  direeted;  and,  '*1)efore  the  postmaster  affixes  the  office  stamp,  p^^g 
he  is  to  be  satisfied  that  the  two  papers  are  alike  ^^in  their  addre»$ 
and  in  their  contents."  '^  Address"  clearly  imports  an  external  direc- 
tion, when  applied  to  a  thing  to  be  transmitted  by  post :  it  is  to  be 
directed  in  the  manner  in  which  post  letters  usually  are  directed.  The 
document  that  is  to  be  evidence  of  the  notice  having  been  given,  is  to  be 
a  dupUeaUy  that  is,  a  foe  nmiUy  of  the  paper  that  is  transmitted  to  its 
destination.  In  TamSy  app.,  Cuming^  resp.,  7  M.  &  G.  94,  8  Scott,  N. 
R.  910, 1  Ludw.  R.  C.  200,  the  notice  sent  by  post  to  the  party  objected 
to  was  signed  by  the  objector  himself,  and  the  copy  by  an  agent  ic  his 
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fift&id ;  and  it  was  keld  that  tke  notice  was  not  proved  by  the  production 
of  the  latter.  Tindal,  C.  J.,  there  says:  "The  postmaster  is  to  *com- 
paro  the  said  notice  and  the  duplicate,  and,  on  being  satisfied  that  they 
ftre  alike  in  their  address  and  in  their  contents^  shall  forward  one  of 
them  to  its  address  by  the  post,  and  shall  return  the  other  to  the  party 
I  bringing  the  same,  duly  stamped  with  the  stamp  of  the  said  post-office.' 
It  is  open,  therefore,  to  liie  postmaster  to  send  which  notice  he  pleases. 
The  very  meaning  of  the  term  dupUeatej  is,  that  one  document  resembles 
the  other  in  all  essentials.  The  instance  put  by  my  brother  Maule,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  of  bills  drawn  in  duplicate(a),  is  an  apt  illustra- 
tion. In  this  case,  I  think  the  objector  did  not  delirer  the  notice  in 
duplicate  to  the  postmaster :  one  of  the  documents  which  he  delivered 
Iras  a  notice;  but  the  other  was  no  notice  at  all."  And  Mattle,  J., 
•ays:  "  The  true  definition  of  the  term  ^  duplicate,'  is,  a  document  which 
is  the  same  in  all  respects  as  some  other  instrument,  from  which  it  is 
indistinguishable  in  its  essence  and  in  its  operation."  It  is  clear,  there- 
fore, that,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  statute,  both  must  be  originals. 
*491  D^^^^^»  ^*  ^'  ^^^  postmaster  is  to  compare  *the  two  documents 
^  and  see  that  they  are  alike  in  their  address  and  in  their  contents. 
Here,  one  paper  has  address  and  contents,  the  othet,  contents  only.  I 
think  it  is  no  compliance  with  t^e  act.]  It  is  insisted,  on  behalf  of  the 
appellant^  that  there  was  still  evidence  from  which  the  due  service  of 
notice  might  be  inferred.  The  revising  barrister  has  not,  however,  so 
inferred.     [Wilde,  C.  J.     That  is  not  reserved  for  us.] 

Keatinffy  in  reply.  All  that  the  case  cited  amounts  to,  is,  that  a 
duplicate  must  be  something  which  resembles  the  original  in  all  essential 
particulars.  This  instrument  does  so.  [Maule,  J.  In  that  case,  the 
one  was  a  binding  instrument,  the  other  was  not.  It  was  enough,  there- 
fore, for  the  court  to  say,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  two  instruments  differed 
in  an  essential  particular,  they  were  not  duplicates.]  To  require  an 
external  address,  is  importing  into  the  clause  words  that  are  not  found 
there.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  postmaster  can  only  act  upon  the  information 
given  to  him  by  the  external  address.] 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  document  produced  before 
the  revising  barrister,  as  evidence  of  the  due  service  of  the  notice  of 
objection  in  this  case,  cannot  be  considered  a  duplicate  of  that  which  was 
left  with  the  postmaster  to  be  forwarded  by  the  post.  To  hold  it  suffi- 
cient, might  lead  to  very  inconvenient  consequences.  One  important 
point  to  be  ascertained  in  such  a  case  is,  what  was  the  direction  given  to 
the  postmaster  with  respect  to  the  transmission  of  the  notice  ?  The 
matter  that  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  paper  is  not  intended  for  any 
such  object.  When  I  find  the  legislature  providing  that  the  two  papers 
♦f^Ol  ^^^^^  ^®  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  address  and  in  their  contentSj  I  cannot  con- 
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ceive,  that,  because  it  is  possible  so  to  fold  the  paper  as  to  *make 

(a)  Vide  7  M.  «t  G.  91.(<2) 
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lihe  direelion  tipon  the  faee  of  it  answer  the  purpose  of  an  external 
address,  the  objection  is  obviated.  I  see  much  inconvenience  that  might 
result  from  a  departure  from  so  plain  and  simple  a  direction ;  bnt  none 
can  arise  from  a  strict  and  literal  adherence  to  the  words  of  the  act. 
I  think  the  decbion  of  the  revising  barrister  was  right,  and  must  be 
^aiirmed,  wilii  costs. 

CoLTMAK,  J.  •  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  When  the  statute  speaks 
of  a  document  to  be  transmitted  by  the  post,  ^'duly  directed"  to  the 
person  to  whom  it  is  to  be  sent,  it  can  only  contemplate  a  direction  in 
the  ordinary  way,  written  on  the  outside.  And  it  appears  that  the  copy 
retained  by  the  postmaster  had  such  external  address.  The  absence  of 
Boch  external  address  on  the  copy  returned  by  the  postmaster  to  the  per* 
son  producing  it,  was  a  variance,  and  not  an  immaterial  one. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  there  has  in  this  case  been  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  objector  to  comply  with  the  statute  in  a  particular  essential  to  the 
making  the  delivery  of  the  notice  to  the  postmaster  a  delivery  to  the 
person  objected  to.  The  notice  left  with  the  postmaster  was  a  notice 
having,  in  addition  to  the  address  on  the  face  of  it,  a  direction  outside, 
to  inform  the  postmaster  where  and  to  whom  it  was  to  be  transmitted. 
This  external  address  is  a  most  essential  part  of  the  notice.  It  was 
matmal  to  show  what  the  postmaster  was  required  to  do.  The  paper 
produced  as  evidence  of  the  notice,  omits  to  state  what  direction  was 
given  at  the  post-office.  It  therefore  seems  to  me  to  be  defective  in  an 
essential  particular. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  was  correct,  the  two  ^documents  not  being  duplicates  r^,^^ 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  is  true  that  the  copy  pro- 
duced had  a  direction  on  the  face  of  it,  like  the  form  given  in  schedule  (A.) 
No.  5.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  that  is  the  form  of  a  notice  that  is 
to  be  served  personally  upon  the  party  objected  to,  or  left  at  his  plaoe 
of  abode.  If  the  notice  is  to  be  sent  by  the  post,  it  cannot  be  said  to 
be  dufy  direeUd  for  that  purpose,  unless  it  also  bears  an  external  address. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Borough  of  Bbwdley. 

CHARLES  WATSON,  AppeUant,  WILLIAM  COTTON, 
Respondent.    Nov.  18. 

Where  the  reviring  barriflter  finds  a  certain  erection  to  be  a  "  building'*  within  the  2  W.  4,  c. 
45,  s.  27,  and  giTea  a  description  of  it  that  does  not  necesaarily  show  that  it  cannot  be  i 
buikUDg  within  the  act,  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  his  decision. 

Chaklbs  Watson  objected  to  the  name  of  William  Cotton  being  re- 
tained on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  rote  in  the  election  of  a  member 
to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  borough  of  Bewdley,  in  respect  of  a  wharf 
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aad  bdlding  in  Bridge  Street,  in  the  hamlet  of  Low^  l^tton,  fridia 
-the  said  borongh. 

William  Cotton  occupied  a  wharf  and  shed  in  Bridge  Street.  The 
shed  stood  against  a  wooden  paling,  the  boundary  of  the  wharf^  but  mm 
not  fastened  to  it.  Six  posts  put  into  the  ground  supported  a  tarpaulin 
or  tar  cloth,  which  formed  the  roof.  One  of  the  sides  of  the  shed  was 
boarded  up  with  boards  fastened  to  the  posts  by  nails.  The  shed  was 
used  for  purposes  connected  with  the  occupation  of  the  wharf.  Cotton 
put  into  it  his  barrows,  shoYels,  and  coal  baskets;  and  one  MarkB 
*521  *^^^  rented  a  part  of  the  wharf  from  Cotton  for  the  purpose  of 
-'  making  hoops,  was  allowed  to  put  hoops  and  poles  into  the  shed 
•during  six  months,  paying  wharfage  for  the  use  of  it. 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  this  was  a  ^'  building"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27,  and  therefore  retained 
the  name  of  William  Cotton  on  the  list  of  Toters  for  the  said  borough. 
If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  was  not  a  building  within  the 
meaning  of  that  section,  then  the  name  of  William  Cotton  is  to  be  ex- 
punged from  the  list.  But,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  this  was 
a  building  within  the  meaning  of  the  section,  then  the  name  of  William 
Cotton  is  to  be  retained  on  the  list. 

Oraffj  for  the  appellant.  The  27th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  con- 
fers the  right  of  Toting  upon  one  who  occupies  as  owner  or  tenant,  ^'  any 
house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,"  being, 
either  separately,  or  jointly  with  any  land  within  the  borough  occupied 
therewith  by  him  as  owner,  or  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  tenant 
under  the  same  landlord,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  1021 
The  occupation  of  land  alone  gives  no  qualification.  And  the  ^'  building," 
to  be  available  for  that  purpose,  must  be  something  substantial,  some- 
thing eju9dem  generis  with  those  specifically  mentioned,  and  not  a  mere 
temporary  erection  for  the  more  convenient  use  of  the  land,  that  would 
be  removable  by  the  tenant.  [Maulb,  J.  The  revising  barrister  has 
found  that  this  is  a  "  building,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  and  he 
gives  us  a  description  embracing  some  of  the  incidents  of  a  building.  He 
describes  two  sides  of  the  structure:  the  rest  may  be  of  solid  masonry. 
He  does  not  profess  to  give  a  foil  description  of  it.]  In  Whitmarey  app., 
^531  ^^  ^^*^  ^^*  *^f  Wenheky  resp.,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  489, 1  Lutw, 
Reg.  Cas.  10 ;  S.  C.  {per  nam.  Whitmarej  app.,  Bedford^  resp.), 
5  M.  &;  G.  9,  Maulb,  J.,  says  that  "the  word  *  building*  in  the  27th 
section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  is  not  to  be  understood  in  its  largest  possible 
sense,  but  is  to  have  some  restriction  from  the  accompanying  wc'rds." 
[Mattlb,  J.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the  circumstances  stated  in 
the  case  make  it  impossible  that  this  can  be  a  building  within  the  mean- 
11^  of  the  statute.]  The  revising  barrister  evidently  meant  to  describe 
accurately  and  completely  of  what  this  building  consisted.  If  he  has 
miscarried  in  this  reswsl,  tbt  oowl  h«rpoiira%  under  tibe  66di  abetioa 
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•f  ilie  6  ft  T  Yiet  e.  18,  to  remit  the  caee  to  him,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  more  fiiDy  stated.  [Wildb,  0,  J.  Until  the  contrary  is  shown,  we 
mi0t  aaBmne  that  the  revising  barrister  has  done  right.  He  has  stated 
all  that  he  has  judged  it  material  for  the  court  to  be  informed  of.  I 
apprehend  Uie  facts  he  has  stated,  do  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
thk  conld  not  be  a  building.]  De  nan  apparentilms  et  mm  exUtentibvM 
modern  ui  rixtio.  That  whioh  does  not  appear,  will  not  be  presumed  to 
exist.  If  anything  is  to  be  assumed,  it  is,  that  the  revising  barrister 
haa  described  the  entire  component  parts  of  the  structure.  He  calls  it 
a  shed:  it  must^  therefore,  have  at  least  one  side  open.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
It  18  possible  to  conceiTe  sheds  of  a  very  substantial  and  valuable  cha- 
racter. For  instance,  the  sheds  in  the  docks,  which  for  the  most  part 
eensiat  of  columns  of  iron  or  stone,  supporting  slated  roofs.] 

Bjfle$j  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  heard. 

Wilds,  G.  J.  The  revising  barrister  has  found  the  erection  in  ques* 
iium  to  be  a  "  building"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act ;  and  his  decision 
must  stand,  unless  *the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  thing  described  -^_ 
cannot  be  a  building.  It  is  diflEicult  accurately  to  define  what  is  a  l- 
bmlding.  The  statute  uses  the  word  ^^  warehouse."  I  do  not  apprehend 
that  this  could  not  be  called  a  warehouse,  merely  because  it  might  be 
open  on  all  sides.  The  shed,  as  it  is  called,  appears  to  be  closed  on  two 
sides ;  and  to  have  a  roof;  and  it  is  used  by  Uie  respondent  for  purposes 
connected  with  the  occupation  of  the  wharf.  It  is  also  stated  to  be  used 
by  one  Marks  as  a  place  of  deposit  for  goods.  When,  therefore,  it  is 
said,  that  to  constitute  a  building  within  the  act,  the  thing  must  be 
tlfu9dem  generis  with  those  particularly  enumerated,  I  think  that  this 
does  sufficiently  appear  to  be  a  ^'warehouse."  At  all  events,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  case  that  is  inconsistent  with  its  being  so  held.  The 
revising  barrister  having  found  it  to  be  a  ^^  building"  within  the  act,  I 
must  assume  that  it  has  all  the  requisities  to  constitute  a  building,  except 
the  incidents  he  sets  out.  And  I  see  nothing  in  the  facts  he  has  stated 
to  guide  the  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  opinion,  that  can  prevent  this 
being  a  building  analogous  to  a  warehouse.  I  therefore  think  his  decision 
■lUBt  be  affirmed. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  much 
more  a  question  of  fact  than  of  law,  whether  or  not  an  erection  of  a 
given  description  is  a  ^^  building"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Here, 
the  revising  barrister  has  found,  affirmatively,  that  this  is  a  building ; 
and,  unless  we  can  perceive  from  the  description  he  has  given,  tliat  it 
could  not  be  so,  we  ought  not  to  interfere  with  his  decision. 

Maulb,  J.    It  is  not  denied  that  the  shed  in  question  is  a  building ; 
but  it  k  said  not  to  be  a  building  within  the  restricted  sense  contemplated 
by  the  27th  ^section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45.    It  appears  to  me  that  p^.^^ 
the  revising  barrister  came  to  a  correct  conclusion :  but,  at  all 
events,  there  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  this  case  to  show  his  decision  to 
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be  erroneous.  When  once  it  is  established  that  the  thing  is  a  buildings 
the  only  question  that  remains  is  to  be  decided  by  the  uses  and  purposes 
to  which  the  building  is  or  may  be  pat.  If  it  is  or  may  be  applied  to 
the  purposes  of  a  building  such  as  is  mentioned  in  the  act,  it  clearly  may 
be  said  to  be  a  building  within  the  meaning  of  the  act.  Its  being  more 
or  less  substantial  cannot  aflfect  the  question.  Nobody  would  for  a 
moment  doubt  that  a  place  constructed  at  great  expense,  and  of  great 
solidity,  closed  on  two  sides,  and  used  for  the  stowage  of  goods,  would 
be  a  building  within  the  act.  Assume  this  to  be  a  building,  and  in  what 
does  that  differ  from  this  7  As,  therefore,  we  cannot  clearly  see  that  the 
revising  barrister  has  decided  wrong  in  point  of  law,  his  decision  must 
be  affirmed. 

y .  WiLLiiMS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  From  the  circumstanoes 
stated  in  the  case,  I  cannot  undertake  to  say  that  the  conclusion  of  fact 
at  which  the  revising  barrister  has  arrived,  is  wrong  in  point  of  law. 

Wilde,  J.  As  the  respondent  has  not  been  heard,  the  decision  wiU^ 
of  course,  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 


*66] 


"^Borough  of  Ltmb  Rboib. 


JOHN  VENN  PRIOR,  AppeUant,  HENRY  FRANKS  WARING, 
Respondent.    Nov,  18. 


Tke  revising  barrister  has  no  power,  under  the  44th  eeetion  of  the  6  d&  7  Vict.  e.  18,  to  oon 

Iklate  appeals  that  do  not  depend  upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  and  upon  the  same  decision 

in  point  of  law. 
Where,  therefore,  a  consolidated  case  was  stated,  involving  the  right  of  four  several  persons  to 

be  registered  as  voters,  and  showing  dififerent  &cts  as  applicable  to  each— the  court  dismissed 

the  appeal,  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

Henry  Franks  Waring  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Venn 
Prior,  and  those  of  three  other  persons  (whose  appeals  against  the 
decision  of  the  revising  barrister  are  consolidated  with  the  principal  case), 
being  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Lyme  Regis,  in 
the  borough  of  Lyme  Begis.  The  names  of  the  parties  appeared  in  the 
list  as  follows : — 


Chriftian  Name  and 
Surnamo  of    each 
Voter  at  fall  length. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qaalifieation. 

Street,  &e.,  where 
&o. 

Prior,  John  Venn 
Templer,  James 

Templer,  Henry 

AngustuB 
Templer,  John 

Charles 

SilTer  Street, 

Lyme. 
SUver  Street* 

Lyme. 
SilTer  Street, 

Lyme. 
SiWer  Street, 

Lyme. 

House  and  Land. 
House  and  Land. 
Honse  and  Land. 
House  and  Land. 

Springfield 

Honse. 
Springfield 

House. 
Springfield 

House. 
Springfield 

House. 
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Tbe  appeOaiitB  ware  didj  rated  for  the  property  descrited^  and  the 
rales  were  duly  paid  by  them ;  and  the  property  was  of  snfBcient  value 
to  ^title  them  all  to  be  retained  on  the  list  of  yoters,  as  joint  occupiers, 
If  the  qualification  was  complete  in  other  respects. 

Mr.  (leorge  O'Kelley  Templer,  a  solicitor  at  Lyme,  had  been  exten« 
STidy  employed  by  Mr.  Attwood  in  the  purchase  of  houses  and  other 
pre^perty  in  Lyme, — ^the  annual  value  of  the  whole  purchased  by  him 
since  1842  amounting  to  about  10002.  Mr.  Attwood  had  other '''pro-  -^_ 
perty  in  the  borough,  purchased  by  other  agents,  to  an  equal  '-  . 
anmint,  principally  house  property,  and  consisting  of  houses  of  all  sorts 
and  claflsee. 

Mr.  6.  0*E.  Templer  purchased  for  Mr.  Attwood,  in  1845,  the  pro* 
per^  in  question  (Springfield  House)  from  one  Tartt,  for  the  residue  of 
a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  of  which  seven  were  unexpired.  Mr.  Tartt 
gave  up  possession  to  Mr.  G.  O'E.  Templer,  for  Mr.  Attwood,  on  the 
25th  of  July,  1845 ;  the  agreement  for  purchase  having  been  made 
about  three  weeks  before. 

John  Venn  Prior  was  the  brother-in-law  of  Mr.  G.  0*K.  Templer, 
and  was  a  barrister  practising  in  Lincoln's  Lin,  having  a  residence  with 
his  wife  and  family  at  Greenwich,  and  had  so  had  for  some  years. 

John  Templer  was  a  brother  of  Mr.  G.  O'E.  Templer,  and  a  special 
pleader,  practising  in  the  Temple,  and  had  a  residence  with  his  wife  and 
£unily  at  Chreenwich,  and  had  so  had  for  some  years. 

James  Templer  was  the  father  of  Mr.  G.  O'E.  Templer,  and  was  a 
solicitor  residing  at  Bridport,  within  seven  miles  of  the  boundary  of  the 
borough  of  Lyme. 

Henry  Augustus  Templer  was  another  brother  of  Mr.  G.  O'E.  Templer, 
and  was  a  solicitor  at  Bridport,  and  resided  with  his  wife  there ;  and 
his  house  also  was  within  seven  miles  of  the  boundary  of  the  borough 
of  Lyme. 

Mr.  G.  O'E.  Templer,  at  the  latter  end.  of  July,  1845,  treated  with 
James  Templer  and  Henry  Augustus  Templer  for  their  taking  Springs 
field  with  PVior  and  John  Templer,  upon  the  terms  hereinafter  stated ; 
and  James  Templer  (the  father)  wrote,  in  the  last  week  of  July,  1845, 
to  propose  to  Prior  and  John  Templer  that  they  (the  four  appellants) 
should  take  the  house  furnished,  as  yearly  tenants,  rent  free,  on  the 
terms  of  paying  the  rates  and  taxes, — ^the  tenancy  to  commence  from 
the  80th  of  July,  1845. 

^Before  the  receipt  of  their  answer  to  this  proposal,  and  in  the  r-«gg 
certainty  that  it  would  be  accepted,  G.  O'E.  Templer  prepared 
the  following  agreement,  which  he  sent  to  London  to  be  signed  by  him, 
and  which  Mr.  Attwood  signed  on  the  80th  of  July,  1845.  And,  by 
Uie  same  post,  G.  O'E.  Templer  sent  a  counterpart  (already  signed  by 
Junes  and  Henry  Augustus  Templer)  to  London,  to  be  signed  by  Prior 
and  John  Templer ;  and  it  crossed  on  the  road  their  letters  agreeing  to 
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tlie  proposaL  They  djgned  the  agFeement  oh  or  before  Ae  Slst  of  Jvljj 
1845.    The  agreement  was  as  follows : — 

^^  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this  80th  day  of 
Jnlj,  1845,  between  John  Attwood,  of,  &c.,  M.  P.,  of  the  one  part,  and 
James  Templer  and  Henry  Angostus  Templer,  both  of  Bridport,  John 
Venn  Prior,  of,  &c.,  and  John  Charles  Templer,  of,  &o.,  of  the  other  part. 

*^  First,  the  said  John  Attwood,  in  oonsideration  of  the  agreemeBt 
hereinafter  contained  on  the  part  of  the  said  J.  Templer,  H.  A.  Templer, 
J.  y.  Prior,  and  J.  C.  Templer,  agrees  to  set  and  let  unto  the  said  J. 
Templer,  H.  A.  Templer,  J.  Y.  Prior,  and  J.  C.  Templer,  as  tenaats 
from  year  to  year,  from  the  day  next  before  the  day  of  the  date  hereof, 
— and  the  said  J.  Templer,  H.  A.  Templer,  J.  Y.  Prior,  and  J.  O. 
Templer,  agree  to  tako--<all  that  mansion  or  dwelling-house,  with  the 
coach-house,  garden,  field,  and  stables  thereunto  belonging,  situate  kcj 
called  Springfield  House,  late  the  residence  of  W.  M«  Tartt,  Esq., 
together  with  the  furniture  and  fixtures  in  and  about  the  said  dwelling- 
house,  and  thereunto  belonging.  And  the  said  J.  Templer,  H.  A. 
Templer,  J.  Y.  Prior,  and  J.  G.  Templer  hereby  agree  to  pay  all  ratee 
and  taxes,  and  to  keep  the  internal  part  of  the  said  dwelling-house  in 
the  same  state  of  repair  and  condition  as  it  is  now  in,  damage  by  fire 
only  excepted/ 


*59] 


In  anticipation  of  the  agreement  being  comi^eted,  *0t.  O'K. 


Templer  engaged  a  woman,  who  took  care  of  the  house  on  behalf 
of  the  appellants,  and  had  lived  there  as  servant  ever  since.  On  the 
80th  of  July,  1845,  Henry  Templer  went  to  the  house,  and  told  the 
housekeeper  that  he  came  to  take  possession :  and  he  took  the  key.  On 
the  31st,  James  Templer,  the  father,  came  to  the  house,  and  slept  there 
on  that  night,  and  six  times  in  the  summer  of  1846,  and  four  nights  in 
1847.  Prior  came  down  to  Springfield  House  with  his  wife  and  family 
in  September  and  October,  1845,  and  stayed  there  a  fortnight.  He  had 
not  been  there  since,  until  the  9th  of  September,  1847,  when  he  went 
to  Lyme  with  his  wife  and  children  and  three  servants,  and  remained 
for  a  month.  John  G.  Templer  accompanied  his  fath^,  James  Templer, 
to  Lyme  during  the  time  of  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  in  October, 
1845  (James  Templer  being  professionally  engaged  in  court,  attending 
to  the  revision),  and  remained  a  week  at  the  house.  In  August,  1846, 
he  (John  C.  Templer)  came  to  the  house  with  his  wife,  two  children,  and 
one  servant,  and  accompanied  by  his  wife's  father  and  three  of  his  ser- 
vants. He  remained  for  eleven  weeks.  In  October,  1847,  John  0. 
Templer,  with  his  wife  and  family,  came  to  the  house  (while  Prior  and 
his  family  were  living  in  it,  as  above  mentioned),  and  remained  there 
from  Thursday  to  the  following  Sunday,  as  the  guests  of  Prior,  as  far  as  his 
table  was  concerned.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Henry  Templer  slept  three  or  four 
nights  at  the  house  between  the  81st  of  July,  1845,  and  the  31st  of  July, 
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1846;  one  night  in  August,  1847,  ftnd  again  when  he  came  to  attend  the 
oourt  in  October,  1847,  to  support  his  qualification. 

Whilst  Prior  and  John  C*  Templer  had  respectiyely  been  at  Spring* 
field,  they  had  left  their  houses  at  Greenwich,  in  the  care  of  sometimos 
floe  and  sometimes  two  seryants,  on  board-wages. 

Several  friends  and  relations  of  the  Messrs.  Templer,  '''with  their  p^gQ 
it,  had  slept  for  a  few  days  at  a  time,  on  one  occasion  for  two  ^ 


» at  Springfield,  during  the  year  1847 ;  and  others  had  slept  there, 
widi  the  assent  of  the  Messrs.  Templer,  also  for  single  nights,  when  they 
had  come  from  the  neighbourhood  to  balls  at  Lyme. 

The  furniture  in  the  house  belonged  to  Mr.  Attwood.  The  yalue  of 
the  funushed  house  and  premises  was  150Z.  a  year.  The  value  of  the 
house  unfurnished  was  about  802.  a  year.  Mr.  Attwood  paid  a  rent  of 
SSL  a  year,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term,  on  a  repairing  lease. 

The  housekeeper  had,  since  the  date  of  the  agreement,  been  paid  by 
the  appeUants,  and  had  acted  entirely  under  their  orders.  An  occasioniJ 
gardener,  who  had  previously  been  in  the  habit  of  working  by  the  day 
on  the  premises,  not  sleeping  there,  was  continued  till  May,  1847 ;  and 
Us  wages  had  been  paid  by  the  appellants :  and,  from  that  time  till  the 
present,  the  housekeeper's  husband  was  employed  as  a  gardener  on  the 
pfemises,  by  6.  O'E.  Templer,  for  the  appellants,  and  his  wages  had 
been  settled  by  the  appellants. 

The  |tf  oduce  of  the  garden  (except  what  had  been  consumed  by  the 
appellants  and  their  families  and  fnenc|s  in  the  above  visits)  had  been 
eaasomed,  with  their  assent,  by  the  housekeeper  and  her  husband,  and 
the  produce  of  the  grass-field  had  been  sold  by  6»  O'E.  Templer,  on 
b^alf  of  the  appellants,  and  carried  by  him  to  their  account,  to  the 
amount  of  2L  a  year. 

The  rates  and  taxes,  amounting  to  182.  per  annum  (of  which  6L  15f . 
wae  the  amount  of  the  poor-rate)  had  been  paid  by  G.  O'E.  Templer, 
aad  repaid  to  him  by  the  appellants. 

The  revising  barrister  found  that  the  exclusive  object  of  the  landlord 
was^  to  enable  the  appellants  to  acquire  the  right  of  voting  for  the 
borough  of  Lyme ;  that  the  substantial  object  of  the  appellants  was,  to 


acquire  the  *right  of  voting ;  and  that,  although  they  then  and 


[*61 


eontinuaDy  contemplated  an  occasional  visit  to  Lyme  with  their 
fiuDilies,  as  a  consequence  of  the  agreement,  that  object  formed  an 
inoonsiderable  part  of  their  real  motives  for  entering  into  the  agree* 
ment;  but  that  the  agreement  was  executed  by  them  with  the  bond  fide 
intention  of  complying  literally  with  its  terms ;  that  is  to  say,  of  paying 
ill*  rates  and  taxes,  and  of  paying  for  repairs,  and  acquiring  the  rights 
of  tenants  from  year  to  year,  according  to  the  agreement;  and,  upon 
Ae  above  facts,  the  revising  banister  found  that  Prior  and  John  C. 
Teoipler  did  not  actually  or  constructively  reside  within  the  borough  of 
Lyme,  or  within  seven  statute  milea  ihereof^  or  of  any  part  thereof,  for 
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'  six  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Jnlj,  1847,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  and  5  &;  6  Vict.  c.  18.  He  also  foiuid 
that  the  house  was  not  reasonably  adapted  to  be  contemporaneously 
inhabited  by  the  appellants  and  their  families ;  and  thereupon  found 
and  decided,  that  while  Prior  and  his  family  were  inhabiting  the  house, 
it  was  neither  actually  nor  constructively  occupied  by  the  other  appel- 
lants, within  the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  nor  constituted  their 
residence ;  and  that,  while  John  C.  Templer  and  his  family  were  inha- 
biting the  hojose,  it  was  neither  actually  nor  constructively  occupied  by 
the  other  appellants,  nor  constituted  their  residences. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  occupation  and  residence  of 
^  each  or  any  of  the  appellants  was  sufficient,  the  names  of  all,  or  mch  as 
the  court  shaU  think  fit j  are  to  be  retained  on  the  register ;  otherwise  to 
be  expunged. 

ByleSj  Serjt.,  for  the  appellants.  Three  questions  arise  in  this  case — 
first,  whether  the  motives  of  the  landlord  in  letting,  or  of  the  tenants  in 

*  ^^^    hiring,  the  *premi8es,  can  at  all  affect  their  right  to  vote-Hsecondly, 

J  whether  the  facts  show  the  appellants,  or  any  of  them,  to  have 
occupied  ^^as  tenants,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  2  W.  4,  c.  45, 
8. 27, — ^thirdly,  whether  a  sufficient  residence  appears.    [  Mattlb,  J.     The 

•  case  is  very  inconveniently  stated.  It  professes  to  be  a  consolidated 
appeal ;  but  all  the  cases  do  not  depend  upon  the  same  state  of  facts. 
The  44th  section  of  the  6  4  7  Vict.  c.  18,  enacts,  "that,  if  it  shall 
appear  to  any  revising  barrister  that  the  validity  of  any  number  of  each 
claims  or  objections  determined  by  him  at  any  court  as  aforesaid,  depends 
and  has  been  decided  by  him  upon  the  same  point  or  points  of  law,  and 
the  parties,  or  any  of  them,  aggrieved  by  or  dissatisfied  with  his  decision 
thereon,  shall  have  given  notice  of  and  intention  to  appeal  therefrom,  it 
«hall  in  such  case  be  lawful  for  the  said  barrister  to  declare  that  the 
appeals  against  such  decision  ought  to  be  consolidated,  and  the  said 
barrister  shall  in  such  case  state  in  writing  the  case,  and  his  decision 
thereon,  in  manner  hereinbefore  [s.  42]  mentioned,  and  that  several 
appeals  depend  upon  the  same  decision,  and  ought  to  be  consolidated," 
Ac.  And  the  45th  section  enacts,  "that,  in  and  with  regard  to  every 
fluch  consolidated  appeal,  the  like  proceeding  shall  be  had  and  taken,  and 
the  like  rules  and  regulations  shall  apply,  as  in  the  case  of  any  other 
appeal  under  this  act ;  and  that  every  order,  judgment,  or  decision  of 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas  shall  be  equally  valid  and  effectual  for  all  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  and  binding  and  conclusive  upon  all  the  parties 
named  in,  or  referred  to  as  parties  to,  such  consolidated  appeal,  as  afore- 
said." Here,  the  revising  barrister  decides  each  of  the  cases  upon  its 
own  peculiar  circumstances.  [Wildb,  0.  J.  Where  several  actions 
against  underwriters  upon  policies  are  consolidated,  all  must  depend  upon 
^^^.  the  same  state  of  facts,  and  follow  *the  same  result.]    They  all 

-I  depend  and  have  been  decided  by  the  revising  barrister  upon  the 
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jKunt  or  points  of  law.  And  two  of  them,  at  all  eventSi  torn 
vp<a  precisely  ^e  same  state  of  facts.  The  rest  may  be  rejected.  The 
CQDSolidation  of  the  cases  is  the  aet  of  the  revising  hanrister.  [  Kinglakcy 
Seijt.,  for  the  respondent,  submitted  that  it  was  not  conipetent  to  the  court 
to  deal  with  the  cases  as  separate  appeals;  for,  that,  unless  this  was  to  all 
intents  a  consolidated  appeal,  the  respondent  was  not  properly  before  it.] 
Then,  the  court  may  remit  the  cases  to  the  revising  barrister,  in  order 
that  it  may  be  stated  more  correctly.(a)  [Maulb,  J.  I  do  not  think 
tkis  can  be  said  to  be  an  insufficiently  stated  case  within  that  section. 
There  may  be  very  good  reason  why  a  man  having  a  bad  case  may  be 
anxious  to  consolidate  it  with  a  better  one.]  Both  parties  were  consent- 
ing to  the  consolidation  before  the  revising  barrister.  [Maule,  J.  Two 
parties  may  consent  to  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  of 
Cfaanoery ;  but  that  would  not  give  the  court  jurisdiction.] 

WiLDB,  0.  J.  I  think  we  have  no  power,  either  to  hear  this  appeal, 
or  to  remit  it  to  the  revising  barrister  to  be  re>stated.  It  is  of  the 
utmost  importance  that  we  should  strictly  confine  ourselves  within  the 
limits  assigned  to  us  by  the  act.  If  we  were  to  entertain  this  case  in  the 
way  suggested,  we  should,  I  think,  be  assuming  a  jurisdiction  which  the 
statute  has  not  given  to  us. 

*CoLTiiAK,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Matters  of  form  in  -^_ 
judicial  proceedings,  are  frequently  of  substantial  importance.  ^ 
Whatever  may  be  the  hardship  here,  it  is  better  that  a  partial  inconve- 
aienoe  should  be  endured,  tiian  that  the  court  should  assume  to  act  in  a 
iMnner  not  expressly  sanctioned  by  the  legislature. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  we  are  without  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  revising  barrister,  in  reserving  the  case  in  the  manner  he  has 
dene,  has  done  that  which  the  statute  does  not  authorise  him  to  do.  His 
object,  no  doubt,  was  a  good  one,  viz.,  to  save  expense  to  the  parties. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  also  think  tiiis  is  not  a  consolidated  appeal, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  which  must  be  the  statement  of  a  single 
ease,  the  facts  and  the  law  of  which  govern  those  that  are  made  to  depend 
iqMm  it.     This  is  in  reality  ajoint  appeaL  Appeal  dismissed. 

(c)  Under  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18»  s.  65,  which  provides,  that,  "  if  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion 
in  any  case  that  the  statement  of  the  matter  of  the  appeal  is  not  sofficient  to  enable  them  lo 
fife  jndgment  in  kw,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  conrt  to  remit  the  said  statement  to  the 
fciiaing  bvtister  by  whom  it  shall  have  been  signed,  in  order  that  the  case  may  be  more  foUy 
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llie  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  b.  40,  empowers  the  reyisiDg  barrister  to  insert  the  qnalifieatioii  of  tk 
▼oter  in  the  list,  where  it  has  been  viMy  omitted,  or  to  amend  the  description  where  it  10 
intoffieiently  stated ;  but  it  does  not  aathorise  him  to  amend  a  qnalifieatioD  imperfiMtljr 
stated,  by  adding  a  im»  quali6cation. 

In  a  list  of  borough  voters,  the  qualification  of  the  appellant  was  described  in  the  third  oolnmn 
as  "  house  in  succession,"  and,  in  the  fourth,  to  be  situate  in  "  Butcher  Row/*  It  appeared 
that  the  qualification  in  truth  consisted  of  the  suooessiTe  occupation  by  the  party  of  two 
houses,  one  in  Butcher  Row,  the  other  in  Coleham,  in  the  same  borough ;  and  the  revising 
barrister  was  called  upon  to  amend  the  description,  by  adding  an  f  to  the  word  kgm»9  in  the 
third  column,  and  inserting  Coleham  in  the  fourth ;  which  he  declined  to  do :  Hdd,  that  tha 
proposed  amendment  was  not  one  which  it  waa  competent  to  the  revisiBg  barrister  to  make. 

John  Bowdler  objected  to  the  name  of  Henry  Onions  being  retained 
on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Alkmond,  in  the  borough  of 
Shrewsbury.     The  list  stood  thus : — 


Christian  Name 

aod  Sarname  of  tb« 

Voter. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Natare  of 
Qualification. 

Street,  &c.,  where 
Property  attoate, 
fto. 

Henry  Oniona. 

Butcher  Bow. 

House  in  suo- 
cesaion. 

Butcher  Bow. 

Henry  Onions  occupied  two  houses  in  immediate  succession.  It  was 
proved  that  he  had  removed  from  Coleham,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Julian, 
to  Butcher  Row,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Alkmond,  on  the  1st  of  May, 
1847.     Both  parishes  are  within  the  borough. 

The  revising  barrister  Was  required  to  amend  the  third  column,  by 
making  it  '^  houien  in  succession  ;'*  and  the  fourth,  by  inserting  ^^CoUhaim 
and."  He  held  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  so,  on  the  ground  that  both 
^661  ^^  q^ifying  properties  occupied  in  succession,  should  *have  been 
^  stated  in  the  list ;  and  accordingly  he  expunged  the  names  of 
Henry  Onions  and  of  seventeen  other  persons  whose  cases  were  consoli- 
dated with  the  principal  case.  In  the  event  of  the  court  holding  his 
decision  to  be  wrong,  the  names  of  these  several  persons  are  to  be 
restored  to  the  list. 

WhaUleyj  for  the  appellant.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  or 
not  the  revising  barrister  had  power  to  amend  the  list  of  voters,  as  he 
was  required  to  do  by  the  appellant,  under  the  40th  section  of  the  6  &;  7 
Vict.  c.  18.(a)    It  is  submitted  that  he  had.    The  alteration  was  required 

(a)  By  that  section  it  is  enacted  "  that  the  revising  barrister  shall  correct  any  mistake  which 
shall  be  proved  to  him  to  have  been  made  in  any  list,  and  shall  expunge  the  name  of  every 
person  whose  qualification,  as  eteted  in  any  list,  shall  be  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  such  per* 
son  to  vote,  and  also  the  name  of  every  person  who  shall  be  proved  to  him  to  be  dead ;  and. 
whorever  the  Christian  name,  or  the  place  of  abode,  or  the  nature  of  the  qualification,  or  the 
local  or  other  descriptioa  of  the  property  of  any  penon  who  shall  be  included  in  toy  such  liett 
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obIj  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearlj  and  .accurately  defining  Ae  qualifi- 
eation.  [Wildb,  0.  J.,  rrferred  to  Bartiett^  app.,  Gibbsy  reap.,  5  M.  &  6. 
81,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  609,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Oas.  78,  where  ♦it  was  held,  ^^g,. 
tbit  where  the  qualification  of  a  party  to  yote  for  a  city  or  borough  *- 
eonaiats  in  the  occupation  of  Bcveral  premises  in  immediate  succession, 
under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  28,  they  must  all  be  set  forth  in  the  list ;  and 
that  an  omission  to  insert  any  one  of  them  is  such  a  misdescription  of 
the  qualification  as  the  revising  barrister  has  no  power  to  amend,  under 
the  6  &  7  Yict.  c.  18,  s.  40.]  This  is  not  at  all  like  that  case.  There, 
no  snccessiye  occupation  was  stated :  the  list  conveyed  no  intimation  that 
the  appellant  had  occupied  two  difierent  houses.  It  was  the  very  object 
of  the  40th  section  to  provide  for  the  amendment  of  such  errors  as  these. 
Seeing  that  the  list  is  made  out  by  persons  who  have  only  an  annual 
office,  the  court  will  not  be  astute  to  favour  objections  of  this  sort ;  espe- 
cially where  the  statement  of  the  qualification  is  not  calculated  to  mis- 
lead. In  FlounderSj  app.,  Dannerj  resp.,  2  C.  B.  63,  1  Lutw.  Beg.  Cas. 
365,  where  the  party  claimed  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  in 
reepect  of  a  qualification  consisting  of  an  occupation  of  houses  in  suc- 
cession, but  omitted  the  number  of  one  of  them, — Erle,  J.,  said :  ^^  The 
barrister  was  clearly  right  in  expunging  the  name,  if  he  thought  the 
description  insufficient,  or  if  it  was  wholly  omitted,  and  not  supplied  to 
his  satisfaction  before  the  completion  of  the  revision.  I  am  clearly  of 
<^)inion,  that  if  the  number  had  been  brought  to  the  revising  barrister, 
he  had  power,  under  the  40th  section,  to  insert  it,  and  was  boimd  to 
iDsert  it.  And,  if  the  question  intended  to  be  raised  for  our  opinion, 
was,  whether  or  not  he  had  such  power,  it  is  very  much  to  be  regretted 
that  the  case  does  not  properly  raise  it.  But,  assuming  that  the  number 
not  supplied  to  the  barrister's  satisfaction,  I  see  no  ground  for  find- 


ing fault  with  his  decision.''  In  Hitch%n9j  app.,  Brown^  ^resp.,  p^^gg 
2  C.  B.  25,  ILutw.  Reg.  Oas.  328,  the  list  was  held  to  have  been  '- 
properly  amended  by  altering  the  description  of  the  qualification  from 
^  house"  to  ^^  houses  occupied  in  immediate  succession."  [Maulb,  J. 
In  that  case,  there  was  an  accurate  description  of  the  qualifying  pro- 
perty in  the  fourth  column.  The  difficulty  here  is,  that,  if  ^'  house,"  in 
the  third  column,  be  made  "  houses,"  the  nature  and  description  of  the 
qualification  will  stand  thus:  —  '^Houses  occupied  in  succession,  in 

nd  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant  thereof,  shall  be  wholly  omitted,  in  any  caae  where  the 
■■He  ie  by  this  act  directed  to  be  specified  therein — or,  if  any  person  whose  name  is  included 
in  any  such  list,  or  his  place  of  abode,  or  the  nature  or  deecription  of  hie  qualijicatwnt  ithaUt  in 
Ae  judgment  of  the  revising  barrister,  he  ineufficiently  detcribed  for  the  purpose  of  being  iden- 
tifisd,  each  barrister  shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  such  person  from  suoh  list,  unless  the 
aatter  or  matters  so  omitted  or  insufficiently  described,  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  of  such 
barrister  before  he  shall  have  completed  the  revision  of  such  list ;  in  which  case,  he  shall  then 
nd  there  ineert  the  same  in  such  list :  Provided  always,  that,  whether  any  person  shall  be 
ebjtiad  to  or  not,  no  evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  other  qualification  than  that  which  is  de 
I  in  the  list  «f  voters,  or  claim,  as  the  case  may  be,  nor  ahaU  the  barrister  be  at  liberty 

bange  the  description  of  the  qualification  as  it  appears  in  the  list,  eseept  for  the  jmrpo$e  n/ 

%  ffearfy  «iJ  eeesnrtely  d^nmg  ik»i 
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Butcher  Bow/'  which  would  be  false.  The  amendment,  therefore, 
go  further  than  was  supposed  to  be  warranted  in  the  case  cited :  the 
fourth  column  must  be  altered  likewise.]  That  is  precisely  what  the 
revising  barrister  was  requested  to  do ;  but  this  he  held — ^incorrectly,  aa 
it  is  submitted — that  he  had  no  power  to  do.  [Maule,  J.  The  power 
of  the  revising  barrister  to  alter  or  amend  the  description  of  the  qualifi- 
oation,  is  expressly  limited  to  the  ^^  more  clearly  and  accurately  defining 
the  same."  He  is  not  to  insert  a  different  qualification ;  but  only  to 
define  the  $ame  qualification  more  accurately.]  It  will  operate  a  great 
hardship  on  the  voter  to  put  so  stringent  a  construction  upon  the 
statute,  especially  where  the  mistake  is  in  a  matter  over  which  he  had 
no  control. 

Keating,  for  the  respondent.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  a  more  express 
decision  upon  the  point  now  before  the  court,  than  that  of  Bartletty  app., 
Oibbsy  resp.  The  only  difference  between  the  cases,  is,  that  here,  the 
words  ^^  in  succession'*  appear  in  the  third  column.  But  the  principle 
upon  which  that  case  was  decided,  makes  those  words  wholly  immaterial. 
The  claim  being  founded  upon  the  occupation  of  all  the  houses  occupied 
by  the  party  in  succession,  all  must  be  set  forth.     Tikdal,  C.  J.,  in 
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delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  '''case,  says :  "  Looking 


at  the  whole  scope  and  object  of  the  different  enactments  relevant 
to  this  question,  we  consider  that  the  appellant's  title  to  have  his  name 
inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  rested  upon  his  occupation  of  the  two  houses 
in  immediate  succession,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  been  registered  for 
both  those  houses  the  occupation  of  which  in  succession,  constituted  his 
qualification  to  vote ;  for,  we  think  that  the  legislature  intended  that  the 
registration  list  should  afford  such  information  of  the  nature  and  situa- 
tion of  the  premises  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  which,  each  person 
claimed  a  right  to  vote,  as  would  enable  the  other  voters  to  ascertain  by 
inquiry,  the  sufficiency  of  the  occupation,  and  value  of  such  premises: 
and  it  is  obvious,  that,  for  such  a  purpose,  in  cases  of  successive  occupa* 
tion,  the  description  of  the  premises  formerly  occupied  by  the  claimant 
would  be  at  least  as  necessary  as  the  description  of  the  premises  still  in 
his  occupation;  for,  without  such  information,  it  might  be  difficult  to 
prevent  surprise  and  fraud  on  the  one  hand,  or  to  avoid  groundless  oppo» 
sition  on  the  other.  And  we  think  the  language  of  the  40th  section  of 
the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  and  of  the  28th  section  of  the  statute  2 
W.  4,  c.  45,(a)  sufficiently  explicit  to  carry  this  intention  into  effect. 

(a)  **  That  the  premisea  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  which  any  person  shall  be  entitled  t» 
be  registered  in  any  year,  and  to  vote  in  the  election  for  any  city  or  borough  as  aforesaid,  sbaU 
not  be  required  to  be  the  same  premises,  but  may  be  diflPerent  premises  occupied  in  immediate 
•accession  by  such  person  during  the  twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
July  in  such  year,  such  person  having  paid,  on  or  before  the  90th  dayof  July  in  such  year,  all 
the  poor-rates  and  assessed  taxes  which  shall  previously  to  the  6th  day  of  April  then  next  pret 
oedtng  have  become  payable  from  him  in  respect  of  all  such  premises  so  occupied  by  him  ia 
•aeeession." 

And  see  the  6  4&  7  Vict.  c.  IS.  s.  73. 
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We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  a  description  of  all  the  *pre-  r-^^Q 
mises  occupied  in  saccession  during  the  twelve  calendar  months,  ^ 
ahoidd  be  inserted  in  the  list,  as  forming  the  voter's  qualification.  And, 
as  the  whole  object  of  the  notice  would  be  defeated,  if  the  omission  of 
any  part  of  such  qualification  could  be  remedied  at  the  court  of  revision, 
we  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  addition  of  the  premises  in  West  Street 
to  the  qualification  inserted  in  the  list,  would  be  a  change  in  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  qualification,  not  warranted  by  the  provisions  of  the  40th 
section,  and  that  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  refusing  to  make 
such  alteration,  and  in  expunging  the  name  of  the  appellant  from  the 
Ikt."  The  case  of  Flounders^  app.,  Danner,  resp.,  has  no  bearing  upon 
the  present.  The  entire  qtialification  was  there  stated,  but  imperfectly, 
by  reason  of  the  omission  of  the  number  of  one  of  the  houses.  In  all 
probability,  the  revising  barrister  would  have  amended  the  description 
if  he  had  been  called  upon  to  do  so.  But  here  he  is  asked  to  do  some- 
thing more,  viz.  to  insert  a  totally  different  qualification.  The  import- 
ance of  setting  forth  all  the  several  occupations  correctly  is  too  obvious 
for  argument.  In  ffitehinSy  app.,  Brovm^  resp.,  the  description  was 
sufficient  as  it  originally  stood.  The  revising  barrister  has  power  to 
supply  a  total  omission  of  a  qualification :  but  his  power  to  amend  does 
not  extend  to  all  cases  between  that  and  such  an  inaccuracy  as  may  be 
rectified  by  more  clearly  and  accurately  defining  the  qualification. 

Whateletfj  in  reply.  If  the  fourth  column  had  been  a  total  blank,  it 
is  conceded  that  the  revising  barrister  might  have  described  the  premises 
ibe  occupation  of  which  gave  the  qualification,  according  to  the  facts 
appearing  before  him.  What  difficulty,  then,  can  there  be  in  his  cor* 
recting  the  inaccuracy,  by  supplying  the  omission  in  part  ?  The  mean- 
ing of  the  proviso  is,  that  the  character  of  the  qualification  shall  not  be 
changed. 

♦Wilde,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  -^^^ 
barrister  in  this  case  was  right,  and  that  he  had  no  power  to  make  '- 
the  amendment  he  was  asked  to  make.  The  case  of  Bartlett^  ftpp*» 
CHbl>Sf  resp.,  decided,  that,  where  the  qualification  of  a  party  to  vote  for 
a  city  or  borough,  consists  in  the  occupation  of  several  premises  in  imme- 
£ate  succession,  under  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  28,  they  must  all  be  set 
forth  in  the  list.  The  good  sense  of  that  decision,  with  reference  to  the 
act  of  parliament,  is  quite  apparent.  The  reform  act  having  conferred 
the  right  of  voting  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  premises  of  a  certain 
value,  and  occupied  in  a  certain  character,  it  was  reasonable  that  those 
who  are  interested  in  preserving  the  purity  of  the  register,  should  have 
flie  means  of  ascertaining,  by  inquiry,  whether  the  premises  are  of  suffi- 
cient value,  and  the  nature  of  the  occupation  such,  as  to  entitle  the  party 
to  exercise  the  franchise.  But,  when  the  statute  gave  the  right  to  vote 
in  respect  of  "  different  premises  occupied  in  immediate  succession,"  it 
beeame  equally  important  to  give  the  same  facility  of  inquiry  with  respect 
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to  each  of  the  premises  so  occupied.  Therefore  the  court  dacided,  in 
Bartletty  app.,  CHbbs^  resp.,  that  it  was  not,  in  such  case,  a  compliance 
with  the  act,  to  insert  in  the  list  the  particulars  of  one  occupation  only. 
And  the  court  went  further,  and  held  that  the  omission  to  insert  one  of 
them,  was  not  such  a  misdescription  of  the  qualification  as  the  revising 
barrister  had  power  to  amend,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  40.  That 
being  so,  the  question  now  before  us  is,  whether  the  party  appellant  has 
given  such  a  description  of  his  qualification  as  was  held  to  be  necessary 
in  Bartletty  app.,  Gibbsy  resp.  It  appears  to  me  that  he  has  not,  and 
that  the  description  here  is  much  more  objectionable  than  that  given 
there :  it  is,  in  truth,  not  an  omission,  but  a  false  description  of  the 
^^^-   qualification.     The  nature  of  the  qualification  is  stated  *in  the 

J  third  column  to  be  "  house  in  succession,"  and  the  local  descrip- 
tion in  the  fourth  column  is,  "  Butcher  Bow."  Nobody,  looking  at  that, 
would  suppose  that  the  party  had  occupied  premises  in  any  other  place ; 
and,  finding  the  occupation  there  to  be  insufficient,  in  point  of  time,  to 
entitle  the  party  to  be  on  the  register,  the  objection  would  naturally  be 
taken  without  further  inquiry.  The  intention  of  the  act  would  be 
defeated,  if  the  voter  were  allowed  afterwards  to  set  up  another  occupa- 
tion. The  power  of  the  revising  barrister  to  amend,  if  it  exist  at  all, 
arises  from  the  40th  section  of  the  registration  act.(a)  That  section 
enacts,  that,  ^^  wherever  the  Christian  name,  or  the  place  of  abode,  or  the 
nature  of  the  qualification,  or  the  local  or  other  description  of  the  pro- 
perty, of  any  person  who  shall  be  included  in  any  such  list,  and  the- 
name  of  the  occupying  tenant  thereof,  shall  be  whoUy  amittedj  in  any 
case  where  the  same  is  by  this  act  directed  to  be  specified  therein ;  or, 
if  any  person  whose  name  is  included  in  any  such  list,  or  his  place  of 
abode,  or  tJie  nature  or  description  of  hi»  qualification^  shaJly  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  revising  barrister,  be  insufficiently  described  for  the  purpose 
of  being  identified,  such  barrister  shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  such 
person  from  such  list,  unless  the  matter  or  matters  so  omitted  or  insuf- 
ficiently described,  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  barrister, 
before  he  shall  have  completed  the  revision  of  such  list ;  in  which  case 
he  shall  then  and  there  insert  the  same  in  such  list."  That  gives  the 
revising  barrister  power  to  supply  omissions  in  the  matters  specified, 
where  the  list  is  a  total  blank  in  these  respects ;  and  also  to  correct 
inaccuracies,  where  the  name  of  the  voter,  or  his  place  of  abode,  or  the 
nature  or  description  of  his  qualification,  may  be  insufficiently  described 
**TV\  ^^^  ^^^  purpose  of  identification.     But,  it  being  thought  '''that  this 

-'  was  giving  the  revising  barrister  too  extensive  a  power,  a  proviso 
is  added — "that,  whether  any  person  shall  be  objected  to  or  not,  no 
evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  other  qualification  than  that  which  is 
described  in  the  list  of  voters,  or  claim,  as  the  case  may  be ;  nor  shall 
the  barrister  be  at  liberty  to  change  the  description  of  the  qualification 

(0)  6  &  7  Vict  c  la 
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at  il  q>pear8  in  the  list,  except  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  and 
aceuratelj  defining  the  same/'  It  is  said  that  the  former  part  of  the 
pnyfiso  means,  that  the  cAaraeter  of  the  qualification  shall  not  be 
changed*  I  cannot,  however,  agree  to  that.  It  is  material  to  see  whe« 
ther  the  proposed  amendment  consists  in  the  correction  of  something 
already  stated  in  the  list,  but  stated  imperfectly,  or  in  the  introduction 
of  matter  that  is  altogether  new.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  of  the  latter 
description ;  and  that  the  addition  of  a  totally  distinct  and  independent 
matter,  to  eke  out  an  insufficient  statement  of  qualification,  is  not  within 
the  purview  of  the  act.  HttehvM^  app.,  Broum^  resp.,  is  not  an  autho- 
rity for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  cited.  There,  the  fourth  column, 
which  is  expressly  appropriated  to  giving  the  information  required  by 
the  act,  distinctly  and  correctly  described  the  situation  of  the  two  houses 
the  party  had  occupied  in  succession.  In  Flounders^  app.,  Bonner^ 
resp.,  the  point  decided  was,  that,  where  the  qualification  consists  of  a 
successive  occupation  of  houses,  the  number  of  ecuih^  if  each  has  a  num- 
ber, most  be  given.  A  question  incidentally  arose  as  to  the  power  of 
the  revising  barrister  to  amend  the  list  by  adding  a  number ;  and  Erle, 
J.,  seems  to  have  thought  that  he  might  have  done  so :  but  the  point  was 
not  before  the  court.  Even  if  it  had  been,  the  case  would  have  had  no 
bearing  upon  this ;  the  amendment  here  sought  to  be  made,  being  the 
insertion  of  something  which,  if  added,  would  disclose  a  new  and  difierent 
qualification. 

^CoLTMAN,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  rui^TA 
revising  barrister  in  this  case  was  correct,  and  that  he  properly 
held  it  to  be  one  to  which  his  power  to  amend  did  not  extend.  It  has 
been  saggested,  that,  as  the  mistake  here  occurs  in  a  list  that  is  made 
out  by  the  overseers,  and  not  by  the  party,  it  ought  to  be  looked  at  with 
some  degree  of  favour.  But  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  party  has 
power  to  correct  the  mistake,  by  a  claim.(a)  VigiUmt^us^  non  dormien- 
tUnu^  jura  mbveniunU  The  question  seems  to  me  to  turn  entirely  upon 
the  manner  in  which  the  statement  of  the  qualification  in  the  list  is  to  be 
understood.  '^  House  in  succession,"  in  the  third  column,  may  probably 
be  taken  to  mean  the  same  as  if  house  had  been  in  the  plural.  But, 
when  we  come  to  the  fourth  column,  which  is  headed,  ^^  Street,  lane,  or 
other  place  in  this  parish  where  the  property  is  situate,"  &c.,  and  find 
the  situation  of  the  qualifying  property  described  to  be  ^^  Butcher  Bow" 
only,  I  think  the  fair  resumption  is  that  both  the  houses  occupied  in  suc- 
cession are  in  Butcher  Row,  and  that  the  insertion  of  a  house  situate 
elsewhere  would  be  importing  a  totally  different  qualification,  and  not 
amending  a  mere  inaccuracy  of  description. 

Maitlb,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     An  amendment  under  this 
section  deprives  an  objector  of  a  good  objection  to  the  right  of  the  voter 

im)  That  it,  if  omitted,  or  if  "  desirons  of  being  registered  for  a  different  qaalification  tliaa 
tlMl  Ar  wliich  his  Dime  appears  in  the  said  list."    6  &  7  Vict,  c  18,  s.  15. 
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M  it  appears  in  the  list  first  publislied :  the  power,  therefore,  should  not 
be  extended.  It  is  given  in  express  terms  where  the  qualification  18 
wholly  omitted.  It  is  also  given  where  the  nature  or  description  of  tli« 
qualification  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  revising  barrister,  insufficientlj 
*751  described  '''for  the  purpose  of  being  identified :  but  that  is  restricted 
-'  by  the  proviso,  to  cases  where  the  amendment  is  proposed  merely 
for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  and  accurately  defining  the  qualification 
already  described  in  the  list  of  voters,  or  in  the  claim.  Here,  the 
description  of  the  qualification  is,  the  successive  occupation  of  houses  ik 
Butcher  Row.  The  facts  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  do  not  suggest 
any  obscurity  or  inaccuracy  in  that  statement.  The  amendment  seeks 
to  add  a  description  of  something  different,  viz.  the  occupation  of  another 
house  in  Goleham.  I  think  the  revising  barrister  took  a  correct  view  of 
the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  act,  when  he  decided  that  he  had  no 
authority  to  make  the  amendment. 

v.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Taking  the  most  liberal 
view  of  the  description  of  the  appellant's  qualification  as  stated  in  the 
list,  it  means  houses  occupied  by  him  in  succession  in  Butcher  Row.  The 
amendment  sought,  was,  by  showing  that  the  occupation  consisted  of  one 
house  in  Butcher  Row,  and  another  in  Goleham.  That  clearly  is  not 
consistent  with  the  prohibition  in  the  proviso. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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WILLIAM  BUDDEN  CLARKE,  Appellant,  JAMES  BEATON, 
Respondent.    Nov,  18. 


The  court  has  do  power  to  entertain  en  appeal  (where  the  respondent  fails  to  appear),  \ 
the  appellant  has  served  upon  the  respondent  a  notice — ^under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  62— 
of  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  ten  dear  days  before  the  JirMt  day  appointed  by  th« 
court  for  hearing  appeals,  exclusive  both  of  the  day  of  service  of  the  notice  and  of  the  day 
BO  appointed. 

Thb  notice  required  by  the  62d  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  to 
be  given  to  the  respondent,  not  having  been  given  until  the  5th  instant, 
the  first  day  appointed  by  the  court  for  hearing  appeals  being  the  11th, 
and  the  respondent  not  appearing, 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant,  referring  to  the  68d  (a)  and  64th  (b) 
sections,  and  to  the  case  of  Norton^  app.,  The  Toum^Olerk  of  SaiMwrff^ 

(a)  Which  enacts  "  that  the  judges  of  the  said  court  of  Common  Pleas  shall,  as  soon  as  may 
be  aiter  the  fourth  day  of  Michaelmas  term  in  every  year,  make  arrangements  for  hearing  tbo 
•ppeals  entered  as  aforesaid  (a.  62^,  and  shall  appoint  such  certain  day  or  days,  either  in  term 
time,  or  in  time  of  vacation,  as  they  may  think  fit  and  necessary,  but  as  early  as  conveniently 
may  be,  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  and  deciding  such  appeals ;  and  the  said  judges  shall  csom 
public  notice  to  be  given  of  the  time  and  place  so  appointed  by  them  Sat  that  purpose,  and  el 
the  order  in  which  such  appeals  ¥riU  be  heard." 

(S)  Anta,  p.  6. 
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ie8p.,(a)  sought  to  derive  '^'ftid  from  the  interpretation  clansey  seo-  y**tj 
Hon  101,  which,  amongst  other  things,  provides,  that,  ''  where  the 
sabjeet  or  context  requires  it,  ever  j  word  importing  the  singular  number 
onlj,  shall  extend  and  be  applied  to  several  persons  or  things,  as  well  as 
one  person  or  thing;"  contending  that  the  notice  was  at  all  events  good 
for  the  third  day  of  hearing,  viz.  the  18th. 

Maulb,  J.  Unless  you  can  successfully  contend  that  your  notice 
would  have  been  sufficient  if  the  case  had  been  called  on  on  the  11th, 
the  appellant  has  no  locus  standi. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Appeal  dismissed* 

(c)  4  C.  B.  32,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  538,  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  court  has  no  power  to 
hear  an  appeal,  where  the  respondent  fails  to  appear,  unless  the  appellant  has  served  upon  him 
a  notiee,— ander  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  62,— of  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  tan  day* 
s<  Imst  before  the  first  day  appointed  by  the  court  for  bearing  appeals — that  is,  ten  cUar  dayi 
axdosive  both  of  the  day  of  service  and  of  the  day  so  appointed. 

And  see  Adey,  app.,  JitZI,  rcsp.,  4  C.  B.  38,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  542. 


Borough  of  Bewblet. 

CHARLBS  WATSON,  Appellant,  FRANCIS  PITT,  Respondent 

Jan.  20. 

Tbe  proof  of  service  of  a  notice  of  objection  was  as  follows :  —  The  party  employed  to  serve  it, 
went  to  the  place  of  abode  of  the  voter,  as  described  in  the  list,  between  9  and  10  o*clock  at 
night  on  the  25th  of  August,  and  knocked  several  times  at  the  door  ;  no  person  answering, 
he  put  the  notice  inside  the  door,  and  there  left  it.  The  revising  barrister  having  decided 
that  the  time  and  mode  of  service  were  unreasonable — the  court  confirmed  his  decision. 

AoaUe,  that  the  i^ciency  of  the  service  was  a  question  for  the  revising  bsrrister. 

Qu^re,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  service  of  a  notice  of  objection,  by  putting  it  under  tlis 
door  of  the  house  in  which  the  party  resides,  unless  he  occupies  the  whole  house. 

Chablbs  Watson,  of  Bridge  Street,  in  Stourport,  within  the  borough 
of  Bewdley,  objected  to  the  name  of  Francis  Pitt  being  retained  on  the 
'  l»t  of  persons  ^'entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  to  serve  in  .^.^ 
parliament  for  the  said  borough,  in  respect  of  a  house  and  land  in  *- 
the  hamlet  of  Wribbenhall. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 

William  Taylor  on  behalf  of  the  objector,  went  to  the  house  of 
Francis  Pitt,  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  in  the  eyening  of  25th  of 
August  last.  He  knocked  at  the  door  of  the  house  several  times ;  and 
no  person  answered.  He  thereupon  put  a  due  notice  of  objection,  signed 
by  Charles  Watson,  within  the  house.(a)  This  waa  the  only  occasion  on 
whidi  Taylor  attempted  to  serve  the  said  notice. 

(0)  See  the  case  as  amended,  post,  83. 
▼OL.  V. — 8 
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The  revising  barrister  decided  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  semce  of ' 
notice  of  objection,  within  the  meaning  of  the  17th  section  of  the  6  &  7 
Yiet  0. 18 ;  and  therefore,  that  Charles  Watson  was  not  entitled  to  call 
upon  Francis  Pitt  to  prove  that  he  was  entitled  to  be  retained  on  tbo 
Kst  of  voters  for  the  said  borough:  and,  accordingly,  Pitt's  name  wa0 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  service  was  sufficient,  then 
the  name  of  Francis  Pitt  is  to  be  expunged  from  the  said  list.  But,  if 
the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  service  was  insufficient,  then  the 
name  of  Francis  Pitt  is  to  be  retained  on  the  list. 

Nov.  18, 1847.  Chray,  for  the  appellant.  The  facts  stated  in  this  case, 
show  a  perfectly  good  service  of  tiie  notice  of  objection.  The  words  of 
^^Q-  the  17th  section  of  the  6  &;  7  Vict.  c.  18,(a)  *upon  which  the  question 
J  turns  are — "and  every  person  so  objecting,  shall  give(5)  or  cause 
to  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the 
said  list,  a  notice,"  &c.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  The  notice  is  not  stated  to  have 
been  served  "  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  ol^ected  to."]  The 
revising  barrister  has  not  very  closely  adhered  to  the  words  of  the  act : 
but  his  meaning,  it  is  submitted,  is  obvious.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  How  can 
weTspeculate  upon  his  meaning  being  different  from  what  he  says?  Maulb, 
J.  A  notice  put  under  a  door,  even  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  party 
for  whom  it  is  intended,  would  probably  not  be  well  served,  unless  it 
appeared  that  such  party  was  the  occupier  of  the  whok  house.]  If  it 
had  been  intended  by  the  revising  hamster  to  raise  any  question  of  that 
sort,  it  would  have  been  so  stated.  [W'ilde,  C.  J.  Probably  it  may 
be  assumed,  that,  prtrndfacie^  a  man's  house  is  his  place  of  abode.] 
Assuming,  then,  that  this  was  the  party's  place  of  abode,  the  objection 
taken  to  the  mode  of  service  is,  that,  calling  once  at  the  house,  and  put- 
ting the  paper  under  the  door,  is  not  sufficient ;  and  that  some  degree 
of  diligence  should  have  been  used  to  effect  a  personal  service.  [MAULBy 
J.  Possibly  the  revising  barrister  may  have  thought  that  the  service 
*801  ^^  incomplete,  unless  the  notice  was  left  with  same  person  *at  the 
-*  voter's  place  of  abode.  Wildb,  C.  J.  If  these  cases  were  stated 
by  the  revising  barrister  in  the  absence  of  the  parties  interested,  we 
should  feel  disposed  to  read  them  with  more  liberality.    But  the  statute 

(a)  That  section  enacts  "  that  every  person  whose  name  shall  have  been  inserted  in  any  list 
of  voters  for  any  city  or  borough,  may  object  to  any  other  person,  as  not  having  been  entitled 
on  the  last  day  of  July  next  preceding,  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  any  list  of  voters  for  the 
MDie  city  or  borough ;  and  every  person  so  objecting,  shall,  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  An* 
gust  in  that  year,  give,  or  cause  to  be  given,  a  notice,  according  to  the  form  numbered  10,  in 
schedule  (B.),  or  to  the  like  effect,  to  the  overseers  vrho  shall  have  made  out  the  list  in  wUch 
the  name  of  the  person  so  objected  to  shall  have  been  inserted ;  or,  if  the  person  objected  to 
shall  have  been  inserted  in  the  list  of  freemen  of  any  city  or  borough,  except  the  city  of  Lon- 
don, then  to  the  town-clerk  of  such  city  or  borough ;  and  every  person  so  obiecting  shall  also 
give,  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of,  the  person  objected  to,  as  siated  in  the  said 
list»  a  notice,  according  to  the  form  numbered  11  in  schedule  (B.);  and  every  notice  of  olitteo* 
tion  shall  be  signed  by  the  person  objecting.*' 

(h)  Vide4C.  B.  n.n  (n\ 
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;  the  parlies  responsible  for  ike  form  of  the  case :  if  it  be  incor 
rectly  drawn,  they  may  object  when  it  is  read  oyer  to  them.(a)  I  think 
H 18  too  much  to  ask  the  oonrt  to  grope  about  in  the  dark  to  endeatour 
to  ascertain  what  the  objection  is.]  The  court  may,  if  the  case  is  insuf- 
ficiently stated,  remit  it  to  the  revising  barrister  to  state  the  question 
more  accarately.(()  There  is  nothing  objectionable  in  the  service  having 
taken  place  here  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  at  night.  The  rules  that 
regulate  the  service  of  proceedings  in  suits  in  the  superior  courts,  are 
not  applicable  in  all  their  strictness  to  these  notices.  [Wilde,  G.  J. 
Unless  the  respondent  will  consent  to  the  case  being  amended,  by  stating 
the  service,  such  as  it  was,  to  have  been  ^^  at  his  place  of  abode  as 
stated  in  the  list,"(^)  the  case  must  go  back  to  the  revising  barrister  to 
be  re-Btated.] 

£yle$j  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent.  The  case  may  be  considered  as 
amended  in  the  particular  mentioned,  and  '''then  the  statement  as  p^g^ 
to  the  mode  of  service  will  stand  thus — ^Taylor  went  to  the  place  ^ 
of  abode  of  Pitt,  as  described  in  the  list,  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock 
in  the  evening  of  the  25th  of  August.  He  knocked  at  the  door  several 
tinaes ;  and,  no  person  answering,  he  put  the  notice  within  the  house — 
not,  as  is  assumed  on  the  other  side,  under  the  door:  he  may  have 
dropped  it  down  the  chimney.(<2)  [Maule,  J.  We  shall  never  get  on 
with  this  case  unless  we  look  at  it  with  a  little  charity.]  In  Chaffers  v. 
QioveTj  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  81,(e)  it  was  held  that  service  of  a  rule  nisi  to 
compate,  by  leaving  it  at  the  defendant's  apartments,  in  which  no  person 
then  was,  though  the  defendant  then  resided  there,  was  not  sufScient. 
The  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  service  shall  be  such  as  to  render 
it  likely  that  the  notice  will  reach  the  hand  for  which  it  is  intended. 
Applying  to  this  case  the  rule  that  was  applied  to  that  of  WatsoUy  app., 
CaUofiy  resp.(jr),  can  the  court  infer  a  service  to  be  sufficient  which  the 
revising  barrister  has  found  to  be  insufficient  7  Many  modes  of  service 
might  be  suggested  that  would  not  be  good.  [Maule,  J.  Must  not  the 
revising  barrister  be  taken  to  have  decided  that  such  a  mode  of  service 
as  he  describes  could  not  under  any  circumstances  be  ^ood  ?]  He  finds 
as  a  fact  that  the  notice  was  not  well  served ;  and  he  states  circumstances 
diat  amount  to  no  service  at  all. 

(a)  The  42d  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  only  requires  the  revising  barrister  to  read  over 
the  statement  to  IhM  appdlaiU  ;  and,  the  declaration  of  appeal  being  signed,  and  the  caoM 
iDdoraed,  signed,  and  dated,  the  revising  barrister  is  to  deliver  "  a  copy  of  such  statement^ 
with  the  said  indorsement  thereon,  to  the  respondent  in  such  appeal,  who  shall  require  the 


(h)  6  dc  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  65.—"  Provided  always,  that,  if  the  said  court  shall  be  of  opinion  ia 
any  case  that  the  statement  of  the  matter  of  the  appeal  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  them  to 
give  judgment  in  law,  it  shaU  be  lawful  for  the  said  court  to  remit  the  said  statement  to  the 
revising  barrister  by  whom  it  shall  have  been  signed*  in  order  that  the  case  may  be  more  fully 


(f)  See  AUen,  app.,  GreauUh  resp.,  4  C.  B.  100, 1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  592. 

(d)  Not  if  "  house"  in  this  part  of  ^e  sentence  also  means  "place  of  abode.*' 
(A  And  see  Oi^riner  t.  Grtm,  3  Dowl,  P.  C.  348. 

(g)  Ante,  p.  5L 
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Qrayj  in  reply.  The  facts  stated  show  a  suffiment  seraee  in  point  of 
law.  For  this  purpose,  the  objector  had  to  the  latest  moment  of  the 
day.    The  statute  points  out  the  mode  and  place  of  service.    It  is  no 


•I 
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part  *of  the  revising  barrister's  duty,  to  inquire  whether  it  has 


reached  the  party's  hand  or  not.  [Wildb,  G.  J.  The  notice  is 
not  stated  to  have  been  left^  but  only  put  within  the  house.  It  may 
hare  been  withdrawn  again.]  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  case  is  stated 
with  a  very  reprehensible  degree  of  looseness.  Probably  the  only 
remedy  will  be  by  adopting  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c 
18,  s.  65. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  certainly  is  to  be  regretted  that  this  case  has  been 
sent  to  us  in  such  a  form  as  to  provoke  much  unnecessary  delay  and 
expense  to  the  parties.  It  is  very  desirable  that  the  facts  should  be  so 
stated  as  not  totally  to  exclude  the  ground  upon  which  the  decision  is 
formed.  If  the  facts  are  so  stated  as  to  be  consistent  with  either  view 
of  the  case,  what  is  the  court  to  do  ?  The  statute  provides  that  the  per* 
son  objecting  shall  give  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  list,  a  notice,  according  to  the  form 
in  the  schedule.  No  doubt  the  notice  may  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode 
under  such  circumstances  as  that  the  service  would  not  be  good.  The 
case  states,  that  the  person  intrusted  to  serve  the  notice  went  to  the 
house  of  the  respondent,  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  in  the  evening  of 
the  last  day,  and  knocked  several  times  at  the  door ;  that  no  person 
answered ;  and  that  he  therefore  put  the  notice  within  the  house.  It 
would  be  possible  to  do  that  which  is  said  to  have  been  done,  in  a  manner 
that  would  constitute  it  a  good  service.  It  would  also  be  possible  so  to 
do  it  as  to  make  it  a  mere  evasive  and  fraudulent  act.  As  the  case  now 
stands  it  is  quite  impossible  for  the  court  to  deal  with  it  satisfactorily. 
Considering  the  lateness  of  the  hour  at  which  Taylor  went  to  serve  the 
notice,  and  that  he  so  placed  it  as  to  render  it  probable  that  it  might 


•! 
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have  *been  abstracted  by  a  stranger,  or  otherwise  have  failed  to 


reach  its  destination,  we  can  hardly  hold  the  service  good.  At  the 
same  time,  it  is  not  by  any  means  impossible  that  the  facts  stated  may 
be  consistent  with  due  service.  The  case  must,  therefore,  be  sent  back 
to  the  revising  barrister  to  be  more  fully  stated,  as  to  whether  the  ser- 
vice of  the  notice  of  objection  was  made  at  the  voter's  place  of  abode> 
mentioned  in  the  list,  and  whether  the  notice  was  left  there;  and 
also  as  to  the  ground  on  which  the  revising  barrister  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  facts  found  by  him  did  not  establish  a  sufficient  service 
of  such  notice. 

The  case  having  accordingly  been  remitted  to  the  revising  barrister, 
!ie  returned  it  with  the  following  additions : — 

"  I  hereby  find  the  following  additional  facts,  namely,  that  the  service 
of  the  said  notice  was  made  at  the  voter's  place  of  abode  mentioned  in 
the  list,  and  that  the  said  notice  was  put  inside  the  said  door,  which  was 
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tiie  wittl  entraaoe  door  of  the  said  house,  and  was  left  there :  and  I 
state  and  submit  to  the  court  that  the  following  was  the  ground  of  my 
said  decision,  yiz.  I  was  of  opinion  that  the  time  and  mode  of  the 
aerrice  of  the  said  notice  were  unreasonahle,  and  that  some  further 
attempt  to  leave  the  said  notice  with  some  person  at  the  said  house  of 
the  said  Francis  Pitt,  ought  to  have  been  proved,  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
proYisions  of  the  said  statute/' 

Ortn/j  for  the  appellant.  The  statute  gives  the  objector  until  the  last 
moment  of  the  day  for  the  service  of  the  notice ;  and  bJI  he  is  required 
to  do  is,  to  serve  it  personally  upon  the  person  objected  to,  wherever  he 
may  find  him,  or  cause  it  to  he  left  at  Aia  place  of  abode.  *This  r-^g^ 
he  has  done ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  suggestion  of  fraud,  it  ^ 
was  not  competent  to  the  revising  barrister  to  find  the  service  insufB- 
ei^t.  The  supplementary  statement  shows  that  the  service  was  bond 
fide  made,  and  that  it  was  only  unreasonable  in  respect  of  the  time. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  Unreasonable  as  to  ^'  the  time  and  mode  of  the  service."] 
It  is  submitted  that  his  conclusion  that  the  mode  of  service  was  unrea- 
sonable, could  only  be  warranted  by  showing  that  there  was  some  con- 
trivance to  prevent  its  coming  to  the  hands  of  the  party.  [Gresswell,  J. 
I  io  not  see  how  the  question  of  fraud  has  any  application.  The  inquiry 
is,  whether  there  has  been  a  service  in  compliance  with  the  act.]  The 
court  has  on  various  occasions  enlarged  upon  the  necessity  of  adhering 
dosely  to  the  words  of  the  statute.  [Wilde,  0.  J.  Such  a  mode  of 
lervice  as  this  clearly  would  not  be  considered  reasonable,  under  the 
wdinary  practice  of  the  court ;  and  I  doubt  whether  it  would  be  suffi- 
cient in  the  case  of  a  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  exchange.] 
All  that  the  party  has  to  do  is,  to  serve  the  notice  in  the  manner  pointed 
<mt  by  the  act.  K  this  had  been  a  service  by  post,  under  s.  100,  it 
would  clearly  have  been  well  delivered  by  the  postman's  having  dropped 
it  through  a  slit  in  the  door. 

B}fle$,  Seijt.,  for  the  respondent.  The  position  of  the  appellant  is 
not  at  all  improved  by  the  amended  case.  The  revising  barrister  now 
states,  as  a  conclusion  of  fact,  that  the  service  was  unreasonable  both  as 
to  the  time  and  as  to  the  mode  of  making  it.  The  true  construction  of 
the  6  &;  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  17,  is  not  that  the  notice  may  be  served  by 
leaTing  it  at  the  party's  place  of  abode,  at  any  hour  of  the  twenty-four. 
The  time  must  be  reasonable.  The  court  will  put  the  same  construction 
upon  this  section  as  upon  the  provision  in  the  *2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  79,  p^gg 
as  to  service  of  notices  upon  overseers :  it  must  be  done  within  the 
ordinary  hours  of  business.  The  court  will  require  such  a  service  as 
would  comply  with  its  ordinary  practice,  or  as  would  suffice  in  the  case 
of  a  notice  of  dishonour  or  a  notice  to  quit.  [Maxile,  J.  The  cases 
are  not  quite  analogous.  The  service  need  not  be  at  the  ordinary  place 
of  abode  of  the  party ;  it  is  to  be  at  a  place  which  may  or  may  not  be 
his  place  of  abode  at  the  time  of  service,  viz.,  his  place  of  abode,  a$ 
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itated  in  the  littJ]  Wherever  served,  the  service  most  be  in  the  usual 
manner.  It  may  be  inferred  from  the  statement  that  he  still  resSdes 
there.  [Maule,  J.  We  cannot  draw  inferences ;  we  are  sitting  on 
appeal  as  to  matters  of  law,  under  an  act  of  parliament  that  expressly 
«Kcludes  us  from  dealing  with  matters  of  fact.]  Then,  the  matter  is 
concluded  by  the  finding  of  the  revising  barrister:  Wattw^y  app.,  CM- 
ton,  resp. 

Ohray  was  heard  in  reply. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  revising  barrister  has  arrived 
at  a  correct  conclusion  in  this  case. 

The  17th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  requires  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion to  be  given  to  the  party  objected  to,  or  left  at  his  place  of  abode  as 
stated  in  the  list.  It  is  clear  that  many  modes  of  leaving  the  notice  ai 
the  place  of  abode  might  be  suggested,  which  would  satisfy  the  wwrd9  Qf 
the  act,  and  would  yet  be  no  compliance  with  its  spirit  and  intention. 
This  leads  us  to  consider  what  we  must  hold  to  have  been  the  reasonable 
intention  of  the  legislature.  I  think  the  time  and  mode  of  service  must 
be  such  as  to  afford  reasonable  ground  for  presuming  that  the  notice  will 
reach  the  hands  of  the  party  for  whom  it  is  intended.  Was  the  mode  of  ser- 
*861  ^^^  ^adopted  here  such  as  to  afford  reasonable  ground  for  such  a 
-'  presumption  ?  It  appears  that  the  person  charged  with  the  duty  of 
serving  the  notice,  went  to  the  house  between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  in  the 
evening,  and  knocked  several  times  at  the  door ;  and  that,  no  one  answer- 
ing,  he  put  the  notice  inside  the  door,  and  there  left  it.  The  revising 
barrister  decided  that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  service,  and  that  the  appel- 
lant was  not  entitled  to  call  upon  the  respondent  to  substantiate  his  right 
to  be  upon  the  list  of  voters.  He  now  informs  us  that  the  ground  of  his 
decision  was,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  time  and  mode  of  the  service  were 
unreasonable,  and  that  some  further  attempt  to  leave  it  with  some  person 
at  the  house  ought  to  have  been  proved,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  provisions 
of  the  act.  That  is  to  say,  that,  going  to  the  house  at  a  late  hour  in  the 
evening,  when  it  is  uncertain  whether  there  is  any  one  in  it,  or  awake, 
if  there,  and,  regard  being  had  to  the  lateness  of  the  hour,  not  taking 
reasonable  means  to  ascertain  whether  there  is  any  one  there  or  not,  and 
merely  putting  the  notice  under  or  through  the  door,  does  not  amount  to 
a  service  within  the  act.  Possibly  the  notice  would  have  been  left  in 
good  time,  if  the  service  had  not  been  attended  with  circumstances  that 
made  it  in  other  respects  unreasonable.  But,  when  a  party  chooses  to 
go  at  so  late  an  hour  for  the  purpose  of  serving  a  notice,  he  is  bound  at 
least  to  show  that  it  was  left  under  circumstances  reasonably  calculated 
to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed  has  an 
ordinary  chance  of  receiving  it.  I  think  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  was  correct.     And  I  consider  it  a  conclusion  of  fact. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Upon  the  whole,  I  incline 
also  to  think,  that,  whether  the  serviee  of  the  notice  was  sufficient  or 
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moi,  HM  a  question  of  fiwt  "Hbr  the  reTismg  barrister  to  determine.  r^cQi^ 
And  I  think  he  has  correctly  determined  it.  *- 

Ike  reat  of  the  court  concorringy        Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 


Borough  of  AsiNaDON. 

WILLIAM  ALDWORTH,  Appellant,  JOHN  JOSEPH  DORE, 
Respondent.    Jan.  20. 

Tbe  lespondent  not  appearing,  upon  an  appeal  being  called  on,  the  appeal  will  be  diamiated, 
■ile»  the  appellant  is  prepared  with  an  affidavit  of  the  due  service  of  the  notice  to  the 
fMpoadent,  required  by  the  6  &  7  Viet.  c.  18,  s.  62,  or  with  a  special  affidavit  of  circum* 
aunces  to  bring  him  within  the  proviso  in  s.  64. 

JoHH  JoBSPH  DoBB  objected  to  the  name  of  William  Aldworth  being 
leteined  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member 
for  the  borongh  of  Abingdon ;  and,  in  his  notice,  as  well  to  the  party  as 
to  the  overseers,  he  described  himself  as  being  **  on  the  list  of  voters  for 
tho  parish  of  St.  Helen's."  The  sufficiency  of  this  description  was  dis- 
pated  by  the  voter,  onder  the  following  circumstances : — 

The  lx»t>iigh  of  Abingdon  consists  of  two  parishes — St.  Helen's  and 
St*  Nicholas.  In  each  of  these  parishes,  the  lists  of  persons  entitled  to 
vote  are  annually  made  ont,  and  signed  by  the  overseers ;  one  being  the 
list  of  persons  entitled  as  inhabitants  paying  scot  and  bearing  lot ;  the 
otiier,  the  list  of  persons  entitled  as  occupiers  of  houses,  under  the  2  W. 
4,  c  45,  8.  27.    The  heading  of  the  former  is  as  follows : — 

^'  The  list  of  all  persons  (not  being  freemen)  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
elediaa  of  a  member  for  the  borongh  of  Abingdon,  in  respect  of  any 
rights  other  than  those  conferred  by  an  act  passed  in  the  second  year  of 
the  *reign  of  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  '  An  act  to  amend  p«gg 
the  representation  of  the  people  in  England  and  Wales.' "  ^ 

The  heading  of  the  latter  is  as  follows : —  * 

^^  The  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  for 
the  borough  of  Abingdon,  in  respect  of  property  occupied  within  the 
pariah  of  St.  Helen  [or  St.  Nicholas,  as  the  case  might  be],  by  virtue  of 
an  act  passed  in  the  second  year  of  the  reign  of  King  William  the  Fourth, 
intituled  'An  act  to  amend  the  representation  of  the  people  in  England 
and  Wales.' " 

The  objector's  name  was  on  the  list  last  named.  It  was  contended,  on 
bdialf  of  the  appellant,  that  the  notice  of  objection  should  have  stated 
an  which  of  these  two  lists  the  name  of  the  objector  appeared. 

The  revising  barrister  required  proof  to  be  given  of  the  qualifica- 
tion ;  which  not  being  done,  the  name  of  William  Aldworth  was  expunged. 

The  names  of  twelve  other  persons  in  St.  Helen's,  and  those  of  three 
others  in  St.  Nicholas,  similarly  objected  to,  were  under  similar  cir- 
comstances  expunged,  and  they  having,  as  well  as  William  Aldworth, 
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duly  given  notice  of  appeal,  their  oases  were  consolidated  iriih  the  priii- 

cipal  case. 

If  the  court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  insuffi- 
cient, for  the  reason  suggested,  the  names  of  these  several  parties  are  ta 
be  restored  to  the  lists. 

Upon  this  case  being  called  on  on  the  18th  of  November  last,  the 
respondent,  relying  upon  the  absence  of  the  proper  ten  days'  notice 
required  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  ss.  62,  64,  did  not  appear. 
*891  "^Alexander  (with  whom  was  DavicUan)^  for  the  appellant,  not 
-^  being  prepared  with  an  affidavit  of  the  special  circumstances  to 
exctrse  the  want  of  due  notice — ^it  having,  as  he  said,  been  understood 
that  the  respondent  would  appear — ^prayed  that  the  case  might  be  post- 
poned, pursuant  to  the  proviso  in  s.  64.  (a)  (T.  Williams,  J.  I  can 
understand  that  the  misconduct  of  the  respondent  might  prevent  the 
party  appellant  from  being  furnished  with  a  mere  formal  affidavit,  but 
not  with  one  of  special  circumstances  to  excuse  the  want  of  a  due  notice 
under  s.  62.]  Goltman,  J.  You  do  not  come  prepared  with  an  affi- 
davit showing  any  facts  to  entitle  you  to  call  upon  us  to  postpone  the 
heariug.]  In  Newton^  ftpp*9  The  Town  Clerk  of  Mobberly,  resp.,  2  C. 
B.  203,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Gas.  835,  the  court  allowed  the  case  to  stand  over, 
under  similar  circumstances.(i) 

Per  Ouriam.{e)  The  case  may  stand  postponed  until  the  next  term, 
without  prejudice  to  the  respondent's  rights. 

Alexander^  for  the  appellant,  now  produced  an  affidavit  which  stated, 
that  when  the  parties  were  before  the  revising  barrister,  it  was,  with  his 
concurrence,  agreed  between  them  that  a  case  should  be  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  this  court,  in  which  Aldworth  should  be  appellant,  and  Dore 
respondent,  and  that  all  requests  and  notices  necessary  to  be  given, 
should  be  considered  as  actually  then  given,  and  the  case  as  actually 
then  drawn  and  settled  by  the  revising  barrister  in  court ;  that  all  the 
necessary*  facts  were  then  furnished  to  the  revising  barrister  by  both 
parties,  to  be  embodied  in  a  case,  which  was  to  be  drawn  by  him  at  a 
^901  ™^^^  ^convenient  opportunity,  and  transmitted  to  the  appellant's 
solicitor,  all  the  formalities  incidental  thereto  being  considered  as 
having  been  duly  observed  and  performed.  The  case  was  not  received 
by  the  appellant's  solicitor  until  the  80th  of  October,  and  a  notice  was 
served  upon  the  respondent  on  the  5th  of  November.(<2)  Assuming,  as 
the  appellant  was  led  to  do,  that  the  respondent  would  appear,  no  affida- 
vit was  upon  the  former  occasion  produced,  to  show  that  there  was  not 
time  to  give  the  proper  ten  days'  notice.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  Ton  had  no 
right  to  assume  that  the  respondent  would  appear.     You  were  bound  to 

(a)  Ant^t  P'  6. 

(b)  Bat  upon  the  prodoction  of  tn  affidavit  that  the  notice  had  been  waiTed  by  agreement  of 
the  portiee. 

(e)  CoLTMAN,  Mauli,  and  V.  Williams,  JJ.,  Wildi,  C.  J.,  being  absent 
(4)  The  first  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  the  appeals  being  the  Hth. 
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show  that  you  had  given  the  proper  notice,  or  to  be  prepared  with  some 
reasonable  ground  of  excuse  for  not  having  done  bo.  The  aflSidavit  you 
now  produce  does  not  remove  you  from  the  position  you  stood  in  on  your 
first  appearance — ^that  of  a  defaulter,  without  any  sufficient  excuse.] 
The  affidavit  shows  an  agreement  to  dispense  with  notice.  \MAJjiJif  J. 
The  argument  was  postponed  from  the  last  term  for  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bling you  to  obtain  an  affidavit  showing  that  you  had  not  had  time  to 
give  the  proper  notice,  so  as  to  bring  you  within  the  proviso  in  s.  64.(a) 
lliat  affidavit  you  do  not  even  now  produce.  That  which  you  do  pro- 
duce shows  nothing  like  a  waiver  of  notice,  even  if  that  would  avail 
you.(J)  It  merely  relates  to  what  passed  at  the  court  of  revision.  You 
are  precisely  in  the  same  situation  as  you  would  have  been  in,  if  this 
ease  had  been  called  on  on  the  first  day  appointed  for  hearing  appeals 
in  the  last  term,  and  you  had  then  asked  for  judgment,  without  pro- 
ducing an  affidavit  of  the  due  service  of  the  notice  upon  the  respondent.] 
If  such  an  affidavit  had  been  prepared,  and  the  respondent  had 
^appeared,  the  expense  would  have  been  uselessly  incurred,  and  it  p^g^ 
would  not  have  been  allowed  on  taxation.  [Maulb,  J.  We  have  ^ 
no  power  to  postpone  the  hearing,  without  such  an  affidavit  as  will  bring 
the  ease  within  the  proviso  in  s.  64.] 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  not  in  a  situation 
other  to  ask  for  judgment,  or  to  have  the  hearing  postponed ;  and  that 
all  we  can  do,  is,  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  He  is  not  prepared  with  any 
affidavit  of  service  of  the  notice  required  by  s.  62,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to 
judgment;  or  with  any  affidavit  to  excuse  the  want  of  due  notice,  so  as 
to  entitle  him  to  a  postponement,  under  s.  64.  The  only  affidavit  he  does 
produce,  speaks  of  arrangements  between  the  parties  as  to  waiving  certain 
formalities  at  the  court  of  revision.  It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  that  the 
court  has  no  general  power,  under  this  act,  to  postpone  the  hearing ;  and 
that  its  provisions  must  not  be  departed  from,  unless  upon  very  substan- 
tial grounds.((?)     None  such  are  presented  here. 

Maule,  J.  I  coincide  entirely  in  the  opinion  pronounced  by  the  lord 
diief  justice. 

Gresswsll,  J.  Not  having  been  in  court  when  this  case  was  first 
called  on,  I  do  not  know  what  then  passed.  But,  assuming  that  this  was 
the  first  day  of  hearing,  no  materials  are  presented  to  us,  to  warrant  vm 
in  postponing  the  hearing  of  this  appeal ;  and  the  appellant  is  not  in  a 
ntuation  to  ask  for  judgment  in  his  favour.  We  can  only,  therefore, 
dismiss  the  appeal. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Appeal  dismissed. 

(«)  Ante  p.  6. 

(M  See  Ifewdom,  app.,  The  Town-  CUrk  of  MMerly,  retp.  2  C.  B.  803, 1  Lutw.  Rog.  Cm.  S35. 

(c)  Vide  Patwter,  app.,  AUem,  reap.,  antd,  p.  1. 
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•92]  *tofer  €tm. 

County  of  Northampton,  Southern  Division. 

EDMUND  SINGER  BURTON,  AppeUant,  HERBERT 
LANGHAM,  Respondent.    May  12. 

Held,  that  the  committee  of  a  lunatic's  estate,  who  has  taken  into  his  own  occupation  part  of 
the  land,  charging  himself, — in  the  account  rendered  by  him  to  the  court  of  Chancery,  and 
allowed  by  the  mastei^— with  a  yearly  sum  as  '*  rent,'*  does  not  thereby  become  an  occupy* 
ing  tenant  withm  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20. 

Hbrbebt  Langham  is  committee  of  the  estate  of  his  brother,  Sir  James 
Hay  Langham,  Bart.,  and  holds  lands  in  Gottesbrooke,  in  the  county  of 
Northampton,  as  occupier,  to  the  value  of  393Z.  per  annum.  The  said 
Herbert  Langham  proved  that  his  accounts  were  from  time  to  time  trans- 
mitted for  examination  and  approval,  to  the  court  of  Chancery ;  and  a 
statement  was  produced  by  him,  intituled — ^^The  ninth  account  of 
Herbert  Langham,  as  committee  of  the  estate  of  Sir  J.  H.  Langham, 
Bart." — ^bearing  the  signature  of  Edward  Winslow,  one  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  lunacy,  and  the  seal  of  the  Court ;  in  which  account  the  name 
of  Herbert  Langham  appeared  as  tenant,  in  the  tenant's  column,  at  the 
rent  of  8982.  per  annum. 

The  said  Herbert  Langham  stated,(a)  that,  after  the  passing  of  the 
accounts,  he  retained  a  balance  of  about  1500Z.,  out  of  which  after  paying 
a  jointure  on  the  estate,  he  defrayed  the  expenses  of  repairs  and  improve- 
ments on  the  property.  He  further  stated  that  he  was  appointed  commit- 
♦GOT  *^®  ^^  21^*  ^^  ^^^^  l^^T^  5  *that  he  took  possession  of  the  lands 
-^  about  Lady-day  1843,  succeeding  to  an  occupying  tenant ;  and  that 
he  has  continued  to  hold  them  up  to  the  present  time.  He  also  stated 
that  he  occupies  Cottesbrooke  House,  and  the  adjoining  fields.  Part  of 
the  furniture  in  the  house  is  his  own. 

Mr.  Wood,  steward  of  Cottesbrooke  estate,  stated  on  oath,  that  he 
was  examined  by  the  master  with  the  accounts,  and  that,  in  such  exa- 
mination, the  specific  lands  for  which  Herbert  Langham  claimed  to  vote. 
were  inquired  into,  with  a  view  to  their  condition  and  value. 

Burton  objected  that  Herbert  Langham,  as  such  committee,  wa& 
improperly  on  the  register  as  tenant,  under  the  20th  section  of  the  2  W. 
4,  c.  45. 

The  revising  barrister  found  that  Herbert  Langham  held  as  occupy- 
ing-tenant,  and  retained  his  name  on  the  list  of  voters. 

The  declaration  of  appeal  at  the  end  of  the  case,  was  as  follows : — 

(a)  This  case  appears  to  be  objectionable  in  point  of  form,  on  the  ground  pointed  out  ante, 
p.  8,  n.(o)  It  also  omits  to  show,  as  it  ought  to  have  done  ( 6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  7),  that  Burton 
the  objector,  was  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  county,  and  thus  entitled  to  object. 
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<^I  appeal  against  the  above  deoiBion. 

<^  Chr.  Markham,  on  behalf 

of  Edmund  SnraRR  Bcrton." 

When  this  case  was  called  on,  on  the  11th  of  November  last, 
Humfrey^  for  the  appellant,  insisted  that  Mr.  H.  Langham,  having 
merelj  the  custody  of  the  estate  by  grant  from  the  crown,  could  not  be 
treated  as  an  occupying-tenant  of  any  lands  or  tenements  for  which  he 
was  ^' band  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50^,"  within  the 
2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s,  20;(a)  whatever  *might  be  his  liability  to  ac-  -^^ 
count  to  the  court  of  Chancery  in  respect  of  the  value  of  the  land  ^ 
retained  in  his  own  hands. 
Manning^  Serjt.,  appeared  for  the  respondent.    But, 
Per  Curiam.     The  committee  of  a  lunatic  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
bailiff.(£)     There  is  no  distinct  statement  of  facts  showing  an  occupation 
by  Mr.  H.  Langham  as  tenant ;  no  contract  of  letting ;  but  merely  that 
he  charges  himself  in  his  account  as  committee  with  8932.  for  the  value 
of  lands  in  his  occupation  up  to  Lady  Day,  1847.     The  mere  retention 
of  the  land  in  this  way  cannot  give  1dm  a  qualification.     The  case  must 
be  remitted  to  the  revising  barrister  to  be  more  fully  stated — ^first,  by 
setting  out  an  extract  from  the  register,  showing  the  form  of  the  state- 
ment of  the  qualification  of  the  respondent — secondly,  by  setting  out  a 
copy  of  the  *grant  to  the  respondent  as  committee — thirdly,  by  -^q- 
setting  out  a  copy  of  the  account  of  the  respondent  as  committee,  ^ 
referred  to  in  the  case — fourthly,  by  making  a  fuller  statement  of  the 
drcomstances  under  which  the  respondent  took  possession  of  the  land — 
and,  fifthly,  by  statmg  whether  the  respondent  retained  the  produce  of 
the  land  to  his  own  use,  or  accounted  for  it  to  the  estate  of  the  lunatic. 

The  case  having  accordingly  been  remitted  to  the  revising  barrister,  he 
returned  it  with  the  following  additions : — 

'^1.  The  description  of  the  respondent's  qualification  was  as  fol- 
lows:— 

(a)  Which  enacts  "  that  every  male  person  of  full  age,  and  not  aubject  to  any  legal  incapaci- 
ty«  who  aball  be  entitled,  either  as  leasee  or  assignee,  to  any  lands  or  tenements,  whether  of 
freehold  or  of  any  other  tenure  whatever,  for  the  unexpired  residue,  whatever  it  may  be,  of  any 
term  originally  created  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  sixty  years  (whether  determinable  on  a 
life  m  Uvea,  or  not),  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  lOZ.,  over  and  above  all  rents  and 
eharfes  payable  oat  of  or  inreapect  of  the  same ;  or  who  tAoil  eon^  as  tematU  any  landa  or 
tenements  for  which  he  shall  be  bond  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  leaa  than  502. ;  -*  shall 
be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  any  future  par- 
huaent  for  the  county,  or  for  the  riding,  parts,  or  division  of  the  county,  in  which  such  lands 
or  tenements  shall  be  respectively  situate :  Provided  alwaysi  that  no  person,  being  only  a  sub- 
kasee,  or  the  assignee  of  any  under-lessee,  shall  have  a  right  to  vote  in  auch  election  inreapect 
of  any  such  term  of  sixty  yeara  or  twenty  yeara  as  aforesaid,  unless  he  shall  be  in  the  actual 
oeeopatioo  of  the  premises." 

ijb)  See  Shelley  on  Lunacy,  cb.  8;  iTnqM  v.  Pabisr,  2  WOt.  130.  See  also  atat.  1  W.  4, 
c  75. 
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"Northampton  Poluhg  Distriot. 
"  Cottesbrooke. 


No. 

Chrutian  Name 

aud  Sorname  of  the 

Voter. 

PlBc«  of  Abode. 

Natare  of 
QoalUleatfoii. 

Street,  &e.,  where 
Property  utnote. 

2668  Ungham,  Herbert   Cottesbrooke 

Land  and  House, 
as  occnpier. 

L 

Cottesbrooke. 

"  2.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  grant  to  the  respondent  as  com- 
mittee : — 

"  Yictoria,  &;c. :  Whereas  by  a  certain  inquisition  taken  at  the  house 
of  Sir  James  Hay  Langham,  Bart.,  situate  at  Glyndboume,  near  Lewes, 
in  the  county  of  Sussex,  the  15th  day  of  December,  in  the  7th  year  of 
the  reign  of  Our  late  royal  uncle,  William  the  Fourth,  by  virtue  of  Hia 
commission,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  de  lunatieo  inquirendo,  in  that  behalf 
duly  made  and  issued,  to  inquire  (amongst  other  things)  of  the  lunacy  of 
Sir  James  Hay  Langham,  of,  &c.,  it  is  found  (amongst  other  things),  that 
*Q61  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  '^'  ^'  Langham,  at  the  time  of  '''taking  this  inquisition, 
-^  is  a  lunatic,  and  does  not  enjoy  lucid  intervals,  so  that  he  is  not 
sufiElcient  for  the  government  of  himself  and  his  estate ;  as  by  the  same 
inquisition  (amongst  other  things),  remaining  on  record,  may  more  fully 
appear ;  for  the  tuition  of  whom,  and  for  the  management  of  his  estate, 
it  belongs  to  lis  to  provide :  And  whereas  suiSScient  security  is  given  to 
Us  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  by  Herbert  Langham, 
of  Cottesbrooke  Hall,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  Esq.,  the  Hon. 
Thomas  De  Grey,  of,  &c.,  William  Jones  Burdett,  of,  &c.,  Esq.,  Frances 
Burdett,  of,  &c.,  spinster,  and  Henry  Burdett  Langham,  of  Cottesbrooke 
Hall  aforesaid,  Esq.,  as  in  such  cases  hath  been  heretofore  used :  Know 
ye,  that  We,  of  Our  special  grace,  and  of  our  certain  knowledge  and 
mere  motion,  have  given,  committed,  and  granted,  and  by  these  presents, 
for  Us,  Our  heirs,  and  successors,  do  give,  &c.,  unto  Dame  Elizabeth 
Langham,  of,  &c.,  widow,  the  custody  of  the  person,  tuition,  regulation, 
and  government  of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham — To  have  and  to  hold 
the  aforesaid  custody  of  the  person,  tuition,  regulation,  and  government 
of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  from  the  date  of  these  presents,  so  long 
as  it  shall  please  Us,  during  the  continuance  of  the  lunacy  of  the  said 
Sir  J.  H.  Langham :  Enow  ye  also,  that  We  of  Our  special  grace,  &c., 
have  given,  committed,  and  granted,  and  by  these  presents,  for  Us,  Our 
heirs  and  successors,  do  give,  ftc.,  unto  the  said  Herbert  Langham,  the 
custody,  regulation,  occupatiatty  disposition,  and  receipt,  as  well  of  all 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  &c.,  and  all  rents,  revenues,  and  profits  thereof^ 
which  the  aforesaid  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  Bart.,  hath  or  ought  to  have,  in 
possession  or  reversion,  or  which  by  any  lawful  ways  and  means,  at  any 
time  or  times  hereafter  may,  or  ought  to,  come,  descend,  or  accrue  to  ih« 
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said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  or  which  any  other  or  otherB  hath  or  may  have 


to  the  use  and  profit  *of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  in  the  coun- 
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ties  of  Northampton,  &;c. ;  as  also  the  custody  and  government  of 
all  the  goods  and  chattels,  farms,  stock  of  cattle,  &c.,  and  other  com- 
modities and  profits  whatsoever  to  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham  belonging 
or  in  any  manner  appertaining ;  and  also  the  use  and  negotiation  of  the 
same,  to  the  nse  and  behoof,  profit,  and  advantage  of  the  said  Sir  J.  H. 
Langham,  and  for  the  maintenance,  sustenance,  and  support  of  the  said 
Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  and  his  family  (if  he  hath  any,  or,  in  time  to  come, 
may  have) ;  and  also  for  the  maintenance,  preservation,  and  repair  of  the 
messuages,  lands,  &;c.,  and  the  residue  of  the  premises  of  the  said  Sir  J. 
H.  Langham,  To  have  and  to  hold,  &c.,  unto  the  said  Herbert  Langham, 
from  the  date  of  these  presents,  so  long  as  it  shall  please  lis,  during  the 
continaance  of  the  lunacy  of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham :  Provided 
always  that  the  said  Herbert  Langham,  his  executors  and  administrators, 
shall  render  a  true. account  of  the  issues,  revenues,  and  profits  of  the 
manors,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  of  the  goods,  chattels,  and 
debts  aforesaid,  and  of  the  profits  thereof,  and  of  the  rest  of  the  pre* 
mises,  once  in  every  year  at  least,  and  as  often  as,  and  whensoever  to  the 
Lord  Chancellor,  &c.,  shall  seem  meet,  and  shall  obey  and  fulfil  all  and 
every  the  order  and  orders  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  &c.,  made,  or  here- 
after to  be  made,  any  ways  touching  or  concerning  the  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof,  or  the  issues  or  profits  thereof,  or  any  account  or  accounts 
thereof,  &;c. 

''  8«  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  ninth  account  of  the  respondent 
as  committee : — [In  this  account  the  respondent  had  entered  his  own 
name  in  the  column  of  "  tenants ;"  and,  in  the  column  headed  "  Rents 
doe  at  Lady-Day,  1846,"  had  inserted,  opposite  to  his  name,  the  sum  of 
3982. ;  and,  in  the  column  ^headed  ^^  Rents  received,"  had  entered  p^gg 
that  sum  as  received.]  ^ 

^'4.  A  fuller  statement  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the  re- 
spondent took  possession  of  the  land : — 

^  On  the  2dth  of  March,  1841,  one  William  Deane,  who  rented  a  farm 
at  Cottesbrooke,  belonging  to  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  quitted  it.  One  Jere- 
miah Gaudem,  who  also  held  land,  also  quitted  the  occupation  at  the 
same  time.  Mr.  Herbert  Langham  (the  respondent),  the  committee  of 
Ua  brother's  estate,  entered  upon  the  occupation  of  both  farms,  for 
which  he  debited  himself  in  his  accounts  81/.  10«.,  being  the  aggregate 
ef  the  rents  that  were  paid  by  Deane  and  Gaudem,  viz.  272. 10«.  by  the 
fenna*,  and  41.  by  the  latter. 

''On  the  25th  of  March,  1848,  Thomas  Flavell,  who  also  rented  a 
(Sum  belonging  to  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  at  Cottesbrooke,  with  the  house 
and  premises  thereon,  at  the  rent  of  210/.  per  annum^  quitted  the  ocoor 
pation  of  the  said  farm,  house,  and  premises ;  when  Mr.  Herbert  Lang* 
ham  (the  respondent)  entered  upon  possession  of  them,  and  charged 
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himself  with  the  same  sum  as  Flavell  had  paid  for  rent,  viz.  2102.,  whieh, 
with  the  SIL  10s,  before  mentioned,  made  a  total  of  2412.  10«. 

*'  The  above  is  the  occupancy  upon  which  the  respondent  made  his 
claim  for  a  vote ;  the  greater  part  of  which  he  still  occupies  with  the 
premises,  t .  e.  Gottesbrooke  House.  And,  in  consequence  of  Gaudera, 
the  tenant  of  the  park  and  other  land  at  Gottesbrooke,  having  become 
insolvent,  Mr.  Herbert  Langham  (the  respondent)  entered  upon  the  occu- 
pation of  the  said  park  and  another  portion  of  Gaudern's  take  adjacent 
to  the  park.  The  result  of  the  above  additions  was,  that  the  sum  charged 
bj  the  respondent  for  rent  at  Lady-daj,  1846,  for  the  whole  of  the  lands 
which  he  occupies,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  8982. 

''  The  extent  of  the  lands  held  by  the  respondent,  was  about  two  hun- 
dred acres. 

^^^-  *"Mr.  Wood,  the  bailiff  of  the  estate,  on  the  respondent's 
-I  annually  passing  his  account,  makes  a  report,  verified  by  affidavit, 
as  to  the  general  condition,  and  costs  of  repairs,  of  the  estate.  It  did 
not  appear  in  evidence  before  the  revising  barrister,  that  Mr.  Herbert 
Langham  had  the  power  of  making  any  leases  of  the  land  belonging  to 
the  lunatic. 

^'  It  also  appeared,  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Langham,  that,  since  his 
appointment  as  committee,  he  had  actually  paid  no  rent,  and  that  no 
receipt  had  been  given  to  him  by  any  person ;  but  that  he  had  debited 
himself  with  the  above  annual  sums ;  and  that  the  balance  now  in  his 
hands  was  upwards  of  16002." 

"  5.  As  to  whether  the  respondent  retained  the  produce  of  the  land 
to  his  own  use,  or  accounted  for  it  to  the  estate  of  the  lunatic. 

'^  The  respondent  receives  the  produce  of  the  lands  held  by  him  at 
Gottesbrooke  entirely  to  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  does  not  account 
for  any  part  of  it  to  the  estate  of  the  lunatic.  The  sum  stated  by  the 
respondent  as  rent  paid  for  the  said  land,  is  included  with  the  acoountf 
of  the  rents  of  other  tenants  on  the  estate."(a) 

The  argument  of  the  case  was  resumed  on  the  20th  of  January  last^ 
the  judges  present  being,  Wildb,  G.  J.,  and  Maulb^  Grbsswell,  and 
V.  Williams,  JJ. 

ffumfretfy  for  the  appellant.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  respondent  in 
♦mm  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  occupy  as  tenant,  within  '*'the  meaning  of  the  2 
J  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20,  which  requires  that  he  shall  occupy  as  tenant 
and  be  band  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  502.  He  had 
no  certain  interest  in  the  land,  but  a  mere  authority  to  deal  with  it  as  a 
kind  of  a  bailiff.  Looking  at  the  terms  of  the  letters-patent  it  will  be 
seen  that  there  are  two  contingencies  upon  which  the  interest  of  the 
respondent,  as  committee,  would  cease, — namely,  the  recovery  of  the 


(b)  There  wat  nothiner  on  the  face  of  this  amended  ttatenient,  to  indicate  that  it  had  been  t 
bf  the  appellant  before  it  received  the  rcTiaiog  barriater'a  signatiiro.    There  Mema  to  be  n* 
pcoTiaioD  in  the  act  to  that  eSect. 
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lunatic,  or  the  rerocation  of  the  letters-patent.  But  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  grant  the  powers  conferred  hy  it  enure  solely  "  for  the 
use  and  profit  of  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,"  for  whom,  therefore,  the  commit- 
tee is  a  mere'  trustee.  Now,  no  trustee  can  he  a  tenant:  Attamet/ 
General  v.  DmV,  18  Ves.  619,  684.  [Maule,  J.  He  would  have  to 
distrain  upon  himself,  having  the  reversion  and  also  the  term.]  In  the 
case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Earl  of  Clarendon^  17  Ves.  491,  a 
lease  of  part  of  the  trust  estates  to  Mr.  Williams,  one  of  the  governors 
of  Harrow  School,  though  made  without  fraud,  was  set  aside  upon  gene- 
ral principles,  as  inconsistent  with  his  duty.  Under  the  1  Will.  4,  c. 
68,  88.  2,  3,  the  chancellor  gives  directions  to  the  committee.  The  com- 
mittee is  merely  the  donee  of  a  power.  In  Piatt  on  Lea%e%y  p.  37,  it  is 
said :  '^  The  committee  of  a  lunatic,  being  considered  merely  as  a  bailiff, 
and  having  an  estate  but  during  pleasure,  could  never  make  leases  of  the 
hmatic's  land,  without  special  order  of  the  court  of  Chancery  (a);  nor 
could  that  court,  unaided  by  the  legislature,  enable  him  to  grant  an 
abeolnte  interest;  for,  the  lunatic,  on  his  recovery,  might  eject  the 
lessee  (6);  and  even  such  interest  as  *eould  confer,  was  never  r-^^r.^ 
recognised  as  a  legal,  as  distinguished  from  an  equitable  estate.((;)  '- 
The  statates  29  6.  2,  c.  31,  and  11  G.  8,  c.  20,  being  confined  to  leases 
or  renewals,  afforded  but  a  partial  remedy  for  the  evil ;  and  it  was  not 
until  the  43d  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  Third  {d),  that  the 
lord  chancellor  could  direct  the  committee  to  make  a  demise  for  years 
independent,  in  point  of  duration,  of  the  lunatic's  restoration  to  sanity. 
The  late  act  (e),  by  which  these  statutes  have  been  repealed,  has  incor- 
porated and  consolidated  their  various  provisions,  and  enacted(^),  "that, 
where  any  person  being  lunatic,  is  or  shall  be  seised  or  possessed  of  any 
land,  either  for  life  or  for  some  other  estate,  with  power  of  granting 
leasee  and  taking  fines,  reserving  small  rents  on  such  leases,  for  one, 
two,  or  three  lives  in  possession  or  reversion,  or  for  some  number  of 
years  determinable  upon  lives,  or  for  any  term  of  years  absolutely,  such 
power  of  leasing,  which  is  or  shall  be  vested  in  such  person,  being  a 
lunatic,  and  being  a  limited  estate  only,  shall  and  may  be  exercised  by 
the  committee  of  the  estate  of  such  person,  under  the  direction  and  order 
of  the  lord  chancellor,  intrusted,  by  virtue  of  the  King's  sign  manual, 
with  the  care  and  commitment  of  the  custody  of  the  persons  and  estates 
of  persons  found  idiot,  lunatic,  or  of  unsound  mind."  The  occupation 
of  this  land  by  Mr.  Langham  has  no  one  of  the  ordinary  incidents  of  a 
tenancy.  He  has  entered  into  no  contract  with  any  one  for  the  use  of 
the  land ;  nor  is  there  any  power  of  distress  vested  in  any  person.  A 
mere  occupation  upon  a  qtutntum  meruit,  would  not  confer  a  right  of 

.a)  Cocka  r.  Darton,  Hob.  215 ;  Anon.  (semb.  S.  C.)  Hatt.  16 ;  Foster  t.  Marchant,  1  Vern. 
Sfi8, 1  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  217,  pi.  4,  326,  pi.  13 ;  Knipe  T.  Palmer,  2  Wils.  130. 
(D  Bjl  pvte  Dikes,  S  Ves.  79.  (e)  Knipe  y.  FaJmer,  ubi  rapri. 

di)  43  O.  3,  c.  75.  8.  4.  (e)  11  6.  4  &  1  W.  4  c.  65. 

(f)  Section  23. 
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voting.  The  party  must  occupy  as  tenant  at  a  diatinct  and  certun  rent. 
[Crbsswell,  J.  There  is  no  lease  to  the  committee  here.]  Suppose 
^^^  this  *land  were  unproductive  in  any  one  year,  to  what  payment 
-J  would  the  respondent  be  liable  ?  It  is  wholly  unbertain.  Sup- 
pose Sir  J.  H.  Langham  should  die,  or  cease  to  be  a  lunatic,  in  the  mid* 
die  of  a  year, — ^what  becomes  of  the  tenancy  ?  Would  the  appellant  be 
entitled  to  a  notice  to  quit  ?  and,  if  so,  from  whom  ? 

Manning^  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the 
committee  of  a  lunatic's  estate  cannot,  without  the  order  of  the  lord 
chancellor,  grant  leases.  He  has,  by  virtue  of  the  letters-patent,  under 
which  he  derives  all  his  authority,  no  interest  out  of  which  to  create  a 
term.  In  like  manner,  the  donee  of  a  power  has  no  estate ;  all  he  can 
do  is,  to  exercise  the  power  according  to  the  direction  of  the  donor.  But 
the  question  here  is,  whether  he  may  not,  by  occupying  part  of  the 
estate,  as  tenant  at  a  fixed  rent,  with  the  sanction  of  the  master,  acquire 
such  an  interest  as  to  entitle  him  to  be  registered  as  a  voter.  [Mauls, 
J.  He  may,  perhaps,  like  a  trustee,  occupy  lands,  accounting  for  the 
profits ;  but  can  he  become  tenant  of  them  ?]  The  reform  act  ascertains 
what  shall  amount  to  an  occupation  w  tenant.  By  requiring  a  liability 
to  the  payment  of  a  rent  of  not  less  than  50Z.,  the  legislature  in  effect 
declares  that  liability  to  rent  shall,  for  the  purpose  of  this  section,  be 
the  test  of  tenancy.  Suppose,  instead  of  being  a  lunatic.  Sir  J.  H. 
Langham  had  been  abroad,  and,  in  his  absence,  the  respondent  had 
intruded  himself  into  the  estate,  and  had  paid  Tent  to  his  brother's 
agent,  what  would  there  be  to  prevent  the  owner  of  the  estate  from  dis- 
training for  any  arrears  that  might  be  due  ?  Mr.  Langham  must  occupy 
either  as  owner,  or  tenant,  or  as  bailiff  to  his  brother.  The  first  is  out 
of  the  question ;  and  the  last  is  expressly  and  distinctly  negatived  by 
the  statement  of  the  revising  barrister :  clearly,  therefore,  he  occupies 
•1031  ^  <^®iiant.  Upon  the  recovery  •by  Sir  J.  H.  Langham  of  the 
use  of  his  reason,  he  might  sue  the  respondent  for  the  rent,  when 
the  latter  had  so  unequivocally  acknowledged  his  liability  to  pay,  or  he 
might  distrain.  Upon  the  death  of  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  during  his 
lunacy,  his  heir  would  be  entitled  to  the  same  remedies.  [Grbsswell, 
J.  Suppose  the  letters-patent  appointing  Mr.  H.  Langham  committee 
were  revoked,  and  another  committee  appointed ;  would  Mr.  Langham 
be  entitled  to  a  notice  to  quit  ?]  Certainly  he  would,  like  any  other 
tenant.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  la  it  not  essential  to  constitute  a  tenancy, 
that  there  shall  be  a  contract,  to  pay  a  sujn  certain  ?  Maulb,  J.  And» 
with  this  quality — ^that  it  is  issuing  out  of  each  and  every  part  of  the 
land?  That  is  not  true  of  a  quantum  meruit,']  Here,  there  is,  in 
effect,  a  contract,  through  the  agency  of  Mr.  Commissioner  Winslow. 

This  appeal  is  not  in  such  a  form  as  to  be  binding  upon  the  appellant. 
The  declaration  of  appeal  at  the  foot  of  the  case  is  in  this  form : — "  I 
appeal  against  the  above  decision.     C.  Markham,  on  behalf  of  Edmund 
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Singer  Burton."  A  strong  intimation  of  opinion  was  given  by  the 
oovt  in  Wankhptj  app.,  WooUett,  resp.,  4  C.  B.  86,  1  Lutw.  Beg.  Cas. 
597,  that  sncli  a  form  of  declaration  is  incorrect.  [Maxtle,  J.  That  was 
the  case  of  a  consolidated  appeal,  the  form  for  which  differs  from  that 
giyen  for  the  case  of  a  single  appeal.  In  Appletan  y.  Binkn^  5  East, 
148,  the  defendant  covenanted  for  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  and 
on  the  part  and  behalf  of  J.  S.  with  the  plaintiff,  for  the.  act  of  J.  S. 
It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  personally  bound  by  this  covenant. 
So,  in  BurreU  v.  Jones^  8  B.  &  •Aid.  47,  where  the  solicitors  of  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  tenant,  upon  whose  premises  a  distress  had  been 
made  for  rent,  gave  the  following  undertaking :  ^'  We,  as  solicitors  to 
the  assignees,  undertake  to  pay  to  the  'landlord  his  rent,  provided  rm-tQA 
it  do  not  exceed  the  value  of  the  effects  distrained,  it  was  held  ^ 
that  they  were  personally  liable.(a)  So,  in  Norton  v.  Jfferrony  B.  &  M. 
229,  by  a  written  agreement  between  the  defendant  on  behalf  of  E. 
Barron,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  the  defend- 
ant agreed  to  execute  a  lease  of  a  messuage  to  the  plaintiff.  The  mes- 
suage belonged  to  E.  Barron,  and  the  defendant  was  merely  his  agent. 
It  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  personally  liable.  In  Ociss  v.  Budele, 
2  Yem.  280,  the  defendant  agreed,  on  behalf  of  Jeremiah  Tolley,  to 
purchase  four  houses  in  Jamaica,  and,  upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance, the  defendant  was  ordered  to  complete  the  purchase,  although 
ToBey  had  not  supplied  funds,  and  the  houses  had  been  swallowed  up  by 
an  earthquake;  and  the  decree  was  affirmed,  upon  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords.]  The  direction  of  the  act  is  quite  clear.(5)  A  deviation 
from  it  materially  varies  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  respondent. 
Here,  Burton  may  say  he  never  authorized  Markham  to  appeal  on  his 
behalf.  [Cresswell,  J.  The  42d  section  empowers  the  par^  aggrieved 
or  dissatisfied  to  give  notice  of  appeal,  either  by  himself  or  by  some  per- 
$on  on  his  behalf;  and  the  section  goes  on  to  provide  that  '^  the  said 
appellant,  or  some  one  on  his  behalf  shall,  at  the  end  of  the  said  state- 
ment, make  a  declaration  in  writing  under  his  hand,  to  the  following 
effect,  that  is  to  say,  * /appeal  from  this  decision,' "  &c.  According  to 
the  grammatical  construction  of  the  sentence  ^^  his''  would  apply  to  the 
agent  as  well  as  to  the  principal.]  The  form  here  adopted  imports  that 
Markham,  and  not  *Burton,  is  the  appellant.  The  pronoun  ^^  I"  rm^Q^ 
is  placed  in  apposition  to  the  former,  and  not  to  the  latter. 
[Maulb,  J.  <^  I"  means  the  agent ;  and  that  satisfies  the  statute.]  As 
^'  I"  means  the  agent,  the  declaration  may  be  construed  thus :  ^'  I, 
Christopher  Markham,  the  agent,  appeal."  ^^  I  constitute  myself  the 
appellant  on  behalf,  t.  e.  for  the  behoof  and  benefit  of  E.  S.  Burton." 

(a)  Tb€  consideration  for  thia  promise  was  the  delivering  up  of  the  effects  distrained :  but. 
as  the  case  was  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  ic 
writing.  Waiiams  y.  Leaper,  2  Wills.  306,  CoiUiiig  T.  Antrdl,  2  East,  326.  HouldUa 
▼.  MOme,  3  Eep.  N.  P.  C.  86. 

(h6k,7  Viet,  c  18,  ss.  42,  44. 
VOL.  v.— 10  Q- 


105    Burton,  App.,  Langham,  Resp.  E.  T.  1848. 

The  act  directs  notice  of  appeal,  t.  e.  of  an  intended  appeal,  to  be  ghrea, 
and  then  prescribeB  the  mode  in  which,  the  intention  shall  be  caarried  oat, 
namely,  by  a  declaration  in  writing,  stating  that  the  party  aggrieyed  or 
dissatisfied  does  now^  by  the  declaration  appeal.  The  declaration  is  not 
a  notice  of  an  existing  fact, — of  an  already  pending  appeal.  An 
acceptance  to  a  bill  of  exchange  in  this  form  would  clearly  bind  the 
agent  only. 

Humfrej/y  in  reply.  It  may  be,  that,  as  between  his  brother  and  him- 
self, Mr.  H.  Langham  would  be  estopped  from  denying  his  liability  as 
tenant.  But  the  question  here  is,  what  contract  of  tenancy  there  is, 
giving  him,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20,  the  legal 
character  of  one  occupying  as  tenant  ^'  any  lands  or  tenements  for  which 
he  is  bond  fide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50^.  ?*' 

Coupling  the  declaration  of  appeal,  with  the  notice  under  the  6  &  T 
Vict.  c.  18,  s.  62,  which  must  be  signed  by  the  appellant*  himself, — ^it  is 
quite  clear  that  Burton  is  the  only  appellant.  [Maulb,  J.  He  is  con- 
stituted appellant  by  giving  the  notice  of  appeal,  before  the  necessity 
^  for  the  last-mentioned  notice(a)  arises.     *We  are  not  to  look  at 

^  the  form  of  that  notice  to  ascertain  who  is  the  appellant.   I  think 
it  is  quite  clear  that  the  act  has  been  complied  with  in  this  respect.] 

Cur.  adv.  vuft. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister,  who 
had  allowed  the  name  of  the  respondent,  Herbert  Langham,  to  be 
retained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  Northampton. 

Herbert  Langham  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  a  qualification  as  occu- 
pier of  house  and  land.  The  vote  was  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that 
he  did  not  occupy  as  tenant.  The  revising  barrister  decided  that  he  did ; 
and  the  appeal  was  against  that  decision. 

The  property  in  respect  of  which  the  vote  was  claimed,  is  part  of  the 
property  of  Sir  J.  H.  Langham,  a  lunatic.  By  letters-patent  of  the 
2l8t  of  June,  1  Vict.,  the  custody  of  the  person  of  the  lunatic  was  granted 
to  Dame  Elizabeth  Langham ;  and  to  Herbert  Langham,  the  respondent, 
was  given,  committed,  and  granted  ^'  the  custody,  regulation,  occupation, 
disposition,  and  receipt,  as  well  of  all  manors,  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, houses,  farms,  revenues,  services,  and  hereditaments,  &;c.,  and  all 
rents,  revenues,  and  profits  thereof,  which  the  aforesaid  Sir  J.  H.  Lang- 
ham hath  or  ought  to  have,  in  possession  or  reversion,  &c.,  as  also  the 
custody  and  government  of  all  the  goods  and  chattels,  farms,  stock  of 

(a)  One  notice  only  i»  required  by  the  act,  and  that  is  a  prospective  notice,  which  is  to 
have  no  effect  until  the  party  aggrieved  or  dissatisfied  has  elected  to  act  upon  that  notice,  and 
hasfoUowed  it  up  by  an  actual  declaration  of  appeal.  In  prescribing  the  Ibrm  of  the  instmmenK 
by  which  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  to  be  brought  into  a  state  of  appeal,  th& 
legislature,  without  a  very  scrupulous  regard  to  accuracy  of  expression,  speak  of  the  party 
aggrieved  or  dissatisfied  as  an  appellant,  that  being  the  character  which  he  is  about  imme 
diately  to  fill— Que  inoontinenti  fiunt  inesse  videntur. 
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cattle,  ftc,  to  the  Baid  Sir  J.  H.  Langham  belonging, — to  hold  the 
aforesaid  oustodj,  &c,  as  long  as  it  shall  please  Us,  "^during  the  r^f  a^ 
eontinnance  of  the  Innancy  of  the  said  Sir  J.  H.  Langham :  Pro- 
Tided  always  that  the  said  Herbert  Langham  shall  render  a  true  account 
of  the  issues,  revenues,  and  profits  of  the  manors,  messuages,  lands,  and 
of  the  goods  and  chattels,  &c.,  once  in  every  year  at  least,  and  as  often 
as  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  shall  peem  meet,  and  shall  obey  all  order 
and  orders  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  made,  or  hereafter  to  be  made,  touch- 
ing the  premises." 

After  this  grant,  some  of  the  tenants  of  Sir  J.  H.  Langham  quitted 
tkeir  farms,  and  Herbert  Langham  entered  upon  the  occupation  of  them, 
to  the  extent  of  two  hundred  acres,  with  a  house,  received  the  produce 
to  his  own  use  and  benefit,  and  in  his  annual  account,  passed  before  a 
master  in  chancery  in  July,  1847,  entered  himself  in  the  column  of 
tenants,  and,  in  the  column  of  rents  due  at  Lady-day,  1846,  inserted 
opposite  his  name  the  sum  of  8982.,  and,  in  the  column  of  receipts,  entered 
that  sum  as  received. 

The  question  for  us  to  determine  is,  whether  the  circumstances  stated 
show  that  Herbert  Langham  occupied  the  land  as  tenant,  so  as  to  be 
entitled  to  a  vote  by  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20 :  and,  after  some  hesita- 
tion, we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  he  did  not  occupy  as  tenant. 
The  letters-patent  did  not  confer  upon  him  any  estate,  but  merely  the 
custody  of  the  land.  He  did  not,  therefore,  by  virtue  of  his  appointment 
as  committee,  become  tenant.  No  other  act  is  shown  to  have  been  done 
by  any  person  either  having  an  estate  or  power  to  create  a  tenancy,  by 
virtue  of  which  he  could  become  tenant.  The  only  evidence  relied  on 
to  prove  a  tenancy,  is,  the  account  rendered  in  the  court  of  chancery, 
wherein  he  entered  his  own  name  as  a  tenant,  and  8982.  as  an  annual 
rent  due  at  Lady- day,  1846,  and  that  sum  as  received  by  him.  But  he 
could  not  make  himself  tenant,  by  his  own  act ;  nor  could  the  master  in 
chancery  make  *him  tenant,  by  allowing  that  account.  The  account  pti  aq 
might  indeed,  preclude  the  committee  from  saying  that  he  had 
not  received  profits  to  the  amount  entered ;  but  it  would  not  confer  upon 
him  an  estate  as  tenant,  or  render  him  liable  to  distress,  or  to  an  action 
for  rent. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was 
wrong,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  allowed. 

Decision  rever8ed.(a) 

(■}  By  tho  C6th  Section  of  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  it  is  enacted  "  that  every  judgment  or  decis- 
km  of  the  said  Court  (of  Common  Pleas)  shall  be  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  point  of  law 
•4iii^cated  upon,  and  shall  be  binding  upon  evrry  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons 
appointed  for  the  trial  of  any  petition  complaining  of  an  undue  return  of  any  member  or 
■Mmbers  to  serve  in  parliament.*'  Under  this  ensctment  every  decision  of  the  court  of 
Common  Pleas  upon  a  registration  appeal  has  the  effect  of  a  statutory  declaration,  with  thi» 
Mweptioo,  which  is  to  be  found  in  s.  69,  '*  that  no  right  of  voting  at  any  election  of  a  mem 
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bar  or  members  to  serTo  in  parliament,  shall  be  affected  by  any  appeal  pending  in  the  said 
Court  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ  for  such  election ;  but  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every 
person  to  exercise  the  right  of  voting  at  such  election  as  effectually,  and  every  vote  tendered 
thereat  shall  be  as  good,  as  if  no  such  appeal  were  pending ;  and  that  the  subsequent  decis- 
ion of  any  appeal  which  shall  be  pending  in  the  said  Court  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the 
writ  for  any  such  election,  shall  not,  in  any  way  whatsoever,  alter  or  affect  the  poll  taken 
at  such  election,  nor  the  return  made  thereat  by  the  returning  officer.'*  In  all  cases  not 
coming  within  the  latter  section,  the  decision  of  the  Court  upon  a  registration  appeal,  is 
binding  upon  the  whole  community,  not  excepting  the  court  itself.  A  decision  of  this  court 
upon  a  registration  appeal  would,  therefore,  appear  to  operate  retrospectively,  as  a  statutory 
repeal  of  any  existing  law  which  was  inconsistent  with  that  decision,  and  prospectively,  lo 
render  void  any  decision,  even  of  this  court,  tqton  a  subsequent  appeal,  which  should  be  at 
variance  with  that  decision. 
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CASES 

ABOUBD  AND  DETEBMINED 
IN  Tax 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 

IN 

3fiifliarima0  tferra, 

IN  THK 

SLEYENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VIGTORIA. 


The  judges  who  usnallj  sat  in  banco  in  this  term  were, 
Wilde,  C.  J.  Maule,  J. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  V.  Williams,  J. 


JOHN  BODGERS  and  Others  v.  NOWHiL  and  WILLIAM 
KODGEBS.    Nov.  2. 

Aa  Bcdon  on  the  case  maj  be  maintained  bj  amanufactorer  against  another  mannfaotiirer  who 
marks  his  goods  with  ^e  known  and  accustomed  mark  of  the  plaintiff, — ^where  the  mark 
«sed  by  the  defendant  resembles  the  plaintiff's  mark  so  closely  as  to  be  calculated  to  de- 
ceiTC,  and  as  to  induce  persons  to  belioTe  the  defendant's  goods  to  be  of  the  plaintiff's  menu- 
freture,— «nd  the  defendant  uses  such  mark  with  intent  to  deceive,— and  sells  the  goods  so 
msrked,  as  and  for  goods  of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture ;  and  proof  of  special  damage  is  not 


In  anch  caaes,  it  is  enough,— at  least  after  Terdiet, — to  allege  generally,  that,  by  means  of  the 
premises,  the  plaintiff  was  deprived  of  the  sale  of  divers  large  quantities  of  goods,  and  lost 
the  profits  that  would  otherwise  have  accrued  to  him  therefrom. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  for  an  alleged  piracy  by  the  defend- 
ants, of  a  certain  mark  upon  pen-kniyes  and  pocket-knives,  to  the  use  of 
which  mark  the  plaintiffs  claimed  an  exclnsive  right. 

*The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintifis,  for  a  long  space  of  r^ci  |a 
time  before,  and  at  the  time  of,  the  committing  of  the  grievances 
thereinafter  mentioned,  were,  and  thence  continually  had  been  and  still 
were,  catlery-manufactnrers,  and,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commit- 
ting of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  exercised  and  carried  on, 
and  still  exercised  and  carried  on,  the  business  of  cutlery-manufactnrers, 
at,  to  wit,  the  town  of  Sheffield,  in  the  connty  of  York,  and,  in  the  way 
of  their  said  bnsiness,  had,  daring  and  at  the  times  aforesaid,  prepared, 

g2 
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manufactnredy  made,  and  sold,  and  still  did  prepare,  manufacture,  make, 
and  sell,  amongst  other  articles  of  cutlery,  divers  large  quantities  of  pen- 
knives and  pocket-knives,  and,  during  and  at  the  times  aforesaid,  the 
plaintiffs  had  been  accustomed  to  mark,  and  still  were  accustomed  to 
mark,  divers  large  quantities  of  such  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  with 
a  certain  stamp  or  mark,  consisting,  to  wit,  of  the  figure  of  a  crown 
placed  between  the  capital  letters  Y.  and  R.,  with  the  words  ^^  J.  Rodgers 
k  Sons"  in  letters  thereunder,  in  the  manner  and  form  following,  that 

V^R 

is  to  say,  J.  Rodgbrs  :  that  the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  had 

&;  Sons. 
been  and  were  so  marked  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  in  order  to  denote 
that  they  had  been  and  were  articles  of  cutlery  prepared,  manufactured, 
and  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  distinguish  them  from  articles  of  cut- 
lery of  the  same  description,  prepared,  manufactured,  or  made  by  other 
persons :  that  the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  prepared,  manu- 
factured, and  made  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  and  so  marked  by  them 
as  aforesaid,  long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  griev- 
ances thereinafter  mentioned,  had  been  and  were,  and  continued  to  be, 
held  in  very  high  estimation  by  dealers  in  cutlery,  on  account  of  their 


♦ 


111] 


good  quality,  '''manufacture,  getting  up,  and  finish,  and,  as  such. 


had  been  and  were,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  con- 
tinued to  be,  in  great  request,  and  sold,  and  still  were  selling,  to  a  great 
extent,  as  well  in  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  as 
in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  continents  of  Europe  and 
America,  and  in  the  East  and  West  Indies,  and  elsewhere ;  and  the  plain- 
tiffs, during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  had  thereby  gained  and  acquired,  and 
still  thereby  gained  and  acquired,  great  reputation  with  the  public,  on 
account  of  the  said  good  quality,  manufacture,  getting  up,  and  finish  of 
the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  prepared  and  manufactured  and 
made  and  marked  respectively  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  and  had 
made,  and  were  then,  and  still  were  making,  great  gains  by  the  sale  of 
the  same :  yet  that  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  con- 
triving and  wrongfully  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sale  of  the 
said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  and  to  deprive  them  of  the  great 
gains  which  they  might,  and  otherwise  would,  have  made,  by  preparing, 
manufacturing,  making,  and  marking  and  selling  such  pen-knives  and 
pocket-knives  as  aforesaid,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of  January, 
1843,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  9th 
of  August  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  did  wrongfully,  knowingly,  and 
fraudulently,  and  against  the  will,  and  without  the  license,  consent,  or 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs,  prepare,  manufacture,  and  make  for  sale,  and 
oaose  to  be  prepared,  manufactured,  and  made  for  sale,  divers  quantities, 
to  wit,  100,000  pen-knives  and  100,000  pocket-knives,  in  imitation  of 
those  prepared  and  manufactured  and  made  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid. 
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and  marked  snch  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  prepared,  manufac- 
tured, and  made  for  sale  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  with  a  certain 
stamp  or  mark,  that  is  to  say,  a  stamp  or  mark  consisting  of,  to  '*'wit,   p^^  ^  o 
tile  figure  of  a  crown  placed  between  the  capital  letters  V.  and  R.,  '" 
with  the  words  "J.  Rodgers  &;  Sons,  Sheffield,"  in  letters  thereunder,  in 

y  ^  R 

the  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say,     ' .  Q/^jto        ^^  imitation 

Shbffield. 
of  the  aaid  thereinbefore  mentioned  stamp  or  mark  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
of  a  form,  letters,  signification,  and  appearance  very  much  resembling 
the  form,  letters,  signification,  and  appearance  of  the  plaintiff's'  said 
stamp  or  mark,  and  which  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  prepared, 
mannfactured,  and  made  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  were  prepared, 
mannfactored,  and  made  by  them,  and  to  enable  the  defendants  and 
divers  other  persons  in  collusion  with  them,  to  sell  and  cause  to  be  sold 
such  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  prepared,  manufactured,  and  made 
by  the  defendants,  and  so  stamped  and  marked  by  them,  as  and  for  pen- 
biives  and  pocket-knives  of  the  genuine  manufacture  of  the  plaintifis ; 
and  the  defendants  did,  on  the  several  times  aforesaid,  knowingly,  wrong- 
fnUy,  and  fraudulently,  and  against  the  will,  and  without  the  Ucense  or 
consent  of  the  plaintifis,  sell  and  cause  to  be  sold,  for  their  own  lucre 
and  gain  and  profit,  the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  so  by  them 
prepared,  manufactured,  made,  and  marked  as  aforesaid,  as  and  for,  and 
under  the  false  colour  and  pretence  that  the  same  were  respectively,  pen- 
knives and  pocket-knives  of  the  plaintiffs',  and  so  respectively  prepared, 
manufactured,  and  made  by  them  the  plaintiffs ;  whereas,  in  truth  and 
in  fact,  the  plaintiffs  had  never  prepared,  manufactured,  or  made  the 
said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part 
thereof;  and  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  plaintiffs  had  never 
marked  the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
with  the  said  "'stamps  or  marks,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  and  r^^ig 
did  not  mark  them,  or  any  of  them,  with  any  stamp  or  mark 
at  all :  By  means  of  which  several  premises  the  plaintiffs  had  been  and 
were  wrongfully  and  unjustly  hindered  and  prevented  by  the  defendants, 
from  selling  and  disposing  of  divers  large  quantities,  to  wit,  100,000 
pen-knives,  and  100,000  pocket-knives,  so  prepared,  manufactured,  and 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  as  aforesaid,  marked  with  the  stamp  and  mark  as 
aforesaid,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  30,000?.,  which  the  plain- 
tiffs would  otherwise  have  sold  and  disposed  of;  and  the  plaintiffs  had 
been  and  were  deprived  of  great  gains  which  would  otherwise  hare 
accmed  to  them  from  the  sale  thereof,  and  had  been  and  were  otherwiise 
greatly  injured  in  the  selling  of  their  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives, 
and  in  their  reputation  and  good  fame  and  credit  of  manufacturing  and 
selling  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  of  the  said  good  quality,  manufac- 
ture, getting  up,  and  finish  as  aforesaid,  ke. 
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The  defendants  pleaded, — ^first,  not  guilty,— fieoondlj,  that  the  plaiii* 
tiffs  were  not  cutlery-manufacturers,  nor  did  the  plaintiflb  exercise  or 
carry  on  the  business  of  cutlery-manufacturers,  nor  did  they,  in  the  waj 
of  their  said  business,  prepare,  manufacture,  make,  and  sell  such  quan- 
tities of  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  was  alleged, — 
thirdly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  accustomed  to  mark  sucb  quantities  as 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  of  the  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  or 
any  pen-knives  or  pocket-knives  whatever,  with  the  said  stamp  or  mark 
in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in 
the  declaration  in  that  behalf  was  alleged, — ^fourthly,  that  the  said  pen- 
knives and  pocket-knives  were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them,  so  marked  by 
the  plaintiffs  as  in  the  declaration  in  that  behalf  was  ^mentioned, 


ni4] 


in  order  to  denote  that  they  were  articles  of  cutlery  prepared, 


manufactured,  and  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  distinguish  them  from 
articles  of  cutlery  of  the  same  description,  prepared,  manufactured,  and 
made  by  other  persons,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  in  that 
behalf  was  alleged.     Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  V.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
after  last  term.  The  action  was  brought  in  pursuance  of  liberty  given  to 
the  plaintiffs  under  a  decree  of  Vice  Chancellor  Wigram,  in  a  suit  pending 
by  the  plaintifis  against  the  defendants  for  an  account,  and  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  latter  from  using  the  mark  in  question ;  which  mark  the 
plaintiffs  alleged  to  have  been  exclusively  used  by  them  to  designate  pen- 
knives and  pocket-knives  made  by  them,  and  to  distinguish  them  from 
those  of  other  makers. 

The  plaintifis,  John  Rodgers,  Henry  Atkin,  and  Joseph  Nelstrop,  it  ap- 
peared, were  manufacturers  of  cutlery  at  Sheffield,  in  the  county  of  York, 
where  they  and  their  predecessors  had,  for  many  years,  carried  on  busi. 
ness  under  the  firm  of  Joseph  Rodgers  &  Sons ;  and,  being  cutlers  to  Her 
Majesty,  they  had  been  in  the  habit  of  marking  their  goods  with  the  letters 
V.  R.,  with  a  crown  between  them  and  the  name  of  the  firm  added  thereto. 

The  defendant  Nowill  was  a  rival  manufacturer  at  the  same  place. 

In  the  year  1843,  Messrs.  Lord  &  Son,  merchants  in  London,  gave 
Nowill  an  order  for  a  variety  of  articles  of  cutlery,  and  amongst  them, 
for  a  quantity  of  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  which  were  to  be  marked 
with  the  letters  V.  R.,  with  a  crown  between  them,  and  the  words  "J. 
Rodgers  &  Sons"  underneath.  Nowill,  in  the  execution  of  this  order, 
*11  <=;1  caused  these  articles  to  be  made  by  a  person  in  his  employ  named 
J  •William  Rodgers  (the  other  defendant),  whose  father,  John  Rodg- 
ers, and  two  brothers,  also  worked  as  journeymen  in  the  cutlery  trade  at 
Sheffield,  the  former  residing  at  a  place  there  called  The  Nunnery.  The 
goods  so  made  were  sent  in  to  Nowill  by  William  Rodgers,  with  a  bill  of 
pnrcels,  describing  them  as  made  by  J.  Rodgers  &  Sons,  of  The  Nunnery. 

I^he  persons  who  gave  the  order  wefe  not  called,  nor  was  any  evidence 
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fpfmk  of  any  aetnal  damage  resnltiBg  to  the  plaintifi  from  the  alleged 
piraey*  On  the  contrary,  it  appeared  from  the  crosg-ezamination  of 
liiar  witneBsee,  that  their  trade  had  yery  mnch  increased  within  the  last 
three  or  fonr  years. 

The  learned  jndge  told  the  jury  fhat  it  was  actionable  for  one  maniir> 
fiMStnrer  to  mark  goods  with  the  known  and  accustomed  mark  of  another, 
«th  intent  to  pass  them  off  as  goods  of  that  person's  manufacture,  and 
to  sell  them  with  a  false  representation  that  they  were  of  the  mannfac* 
tore  which  such  mark  woiUd  denote  them  to  be ;  and  he  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say,  first,  whether  the  defendants  had  adopted  a  mark  so  closely 
resembling  the  known  and  accustomed  mark  of  the  plaintrflb,  as  to  be 
ealcnlated  to  impose  upon  ordinary  persons,  and  to  induce  them  to 
bdioTe  the  goods  bearing  such  mark  to  be  of  the  plaintiffi'  manufacture; 
secondly,  whether  the  defendants  had  adopted  the  mark  alleged  in  the 
declaration,  mA,  intent  to  deceive,  and  had  sold  the  goods  so  marked 
as  and  for  goods  of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture ;  and,  with  regard  to 
the  damages — ^in  answer  to  certain  remarks  that  had  fallen  from  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  in  the  course  of  the  cause,  as  to  the  trifling 
damage  the  plaintiffs  could  have  sustained,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  value 
of  the  goods  shown  to  have  been  marked  by  the  defendants  with  the 
plaintiffs'  mark,  was  only  277. — he  told  the  jury  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
come  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  mere  ^amount  rt^-ta 
of  damages  in  the  particular  case,  but  for  the  purpose  of  trying  ^ 
whether  the  defendants  might  with  impunity  adopt  their  mark,  and  so 
use  it  as  to  denote,  and  to  induce  the  public  to  believe,  that  the  goods 
were  of  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture ;  and  that,  in  fact,  the  action  was 
not  an  action  for  damages  at  all,  but  an  action  brought  to  try  a  right. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  40«. 

Montoffu  Chambers  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
direction, and  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence ;  and  also  to  arrest 
the  judgment.  To  entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  action,  the 
declaration  must  be  understood,  in  substance,  to  charge,  not  only  that 
the  defendants  adopted  the  mark  in  question,  knowing  it  to  be  the  plain- 
tifi'  mark,  but  that  they  did  so  with  intent  to  deceive,  and  to  pass 
off  the  goods  as  being  of  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture;  that  they  sold 
them  as  and  for  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture;  and  that  the  plaintifls 
thereby  sustained  damage.  The  mere  false  representation  on  the  sale 
of  goods,  that  they  are  of  the  manufacture  of  another,  does  not  entitle 
that  other  to  maintain  an  action :  it  must  be  done  wi(h  intent  to  deceive 
sad  defraud,  and  damage  must  result :  Oomyns's  Digest,  Tit.  Action 
upanthe  ease  far  a  deceit,  {A.1);  BaUyr.MerreUj  SBulstr.  95,lBoll.  Rep. 
175,  Cro.  Jac  886, 1  Roll.  Abr.  97, 1  Vin.  Abr.  579 ;  PasUyy.  Freeman^ 
8T.  R.  51,  2  Smitii's  Lead.  Gas.  55.  [Mauls,  J.  Is  this  an  action  on 
the  case  for  a  deceit?]  There  is  no  other  title  under  which  such  an 
action  can  be  classed.    The  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  make  out  a  right  to 
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tlie  excluBire  enjoyment  of  the  mark  in  qnestiony  and  to  show  a  deceit- 
ful and  fraudolent  aasumption  of  it  by  the  defendants.  In  Blanchard  y. 
m-t^n-i  *jB%llj  2  Atk.  484,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 

the  defendant  from  using  the  Mogul  stamp  on  his  cards,  suggest- 
ing the  sole  right  to  be  in  the  plaintiff,  he  having  appropriated  the  stamp 
to  himself,  conformably  to  the  charter  granted  to  the  card-makers' 
company  by  King  Charles  the  First.  But  Lord  Hardwicke  refused  the 
injunction,  saying,  ^'In  the  first  place,  the  motion  is,  to  restrain  the 
defendant  from  making  cards  with  the  same  mark  which  the  plaintiff 
has  appropriated  to  himself.  And  in  this  respect,  there  is  no  foundation 
for  this  court  to  grant  such  an  injunction.  Every  particular  trader  has 
some  particular  mark  or  stamp ;  but  I  do  not  know  any  instance  of 
granting  an  injunction  here,  to  restrain  one  trader  from  using  the  same 
mark  with  another ;  and  I  think  it  would  be  of  misohieyous  conseqnenoe 
to  do  it.  The  Attorney-General  has  mentioned  a  case  where  an  action 
at  law  was  brought  by  a  cloth-worker  against  another  of  the  same  trade 
for  using  the  same  mark,  and  a  judgment  was  given  that  the  action 
would  lie.(a)  But  it  was  not  the  single  act  of  making  use  of  the  mark 
that  was  sufficient  to  maintain  the  action ;  but  doing  it  tmth  a  fraudulent 
design  to  put  off  bad  cloths  hy  this  means,  or  to  draw  away  eu9tomer9 
from  the  other  clothier:  and  there  is  no  difference  between  a  tradesman 
putting  up  the  same  sign,  and  making  use  of  the  same  mark,  with  another 
of  the  same  trade."  That  case  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show,  that,  to 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this  action,  it  was  incumbent  on  them 
to  allege  and  to  prove,  either  that  the  defendants  designed  to  draw  away 
customers  from  the  plaintiffs,  or  that  they  put  off  goods  of  an  inferior 
quality  as  and  for  superior  goods  of  the  plaintiffs'  make.  The  summing 
up  in  this  case  seems  to  have  been  founded  upon  Orawshag  r. 
♦1181  *^^^P^^y  4  M.  A;  G.  857,  6  Scott,  N.  B.  662.    There,  the 

declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  a  manufacturer  and  exporter 
of  iron,  had,  for  many  years,  been  accustomed  to  mark  iron  manufactured 
by  him  for  the  Turkish  market,  with  the  letters  W  G  inclosed  within  an 
oval  figure,  and  had  gained  great  reputation  on  account  of  the  excellent 
quality  of  the  iron  so  manufactured  and  marked  by  him ;  and  that  the 
defendants  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  manufactured  iron  of  similar 
form,  and  stamped  the  same  with  a  stamp  or  mark  in  imitation  of  the 
plaintiff's  mark,  consisting  of  the  letters  W  0  inclosed  within  an  oval 
figure,  which  last-mentioned  mark  the  defendants  well  knew  to  be  in  imi- 
tation of,  and  similar  in  appearance  to,  the  plaintiff's  mark,  and  was  so 
used  by  them  in  order  to  denote  that  the  iron  so  marked  was  of  the 
genuine  manufacture  of  the  plaintiff,  and  wrongfully  and  fraudulently 
sold  the  same  as  and  for  iron  manufactured  by  the  plaintiff.  At  the 
trial,  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  stated  that  the  W  0  was  very  likely 

(a)  Anon.,  cited  in  Southern  ▼.  Howe,  Popham,  143,  144. 
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to  benuBUken  for  W  C,  when  the  ixnpresfiion  of  the  die  was  imperfect^ 
or  the  iron  had  been  exposed  to  the  air,  and  that,  more  especially,  the 
people  in  Asia  Minor^  who  were  the  principal  consumers  of  the  iron  in 
fUfiStion,  were  likely,  from  their  ignorance  of  the  English  character,  to 
be  deceived  by  it.  For  the  defendants,  seyeral  witnesses  stated  that  it 
was  nsoal  for  iron-mannfactnrers  to  mark  iron  according  to  orders  received 
from  the  purchasers ;  and  it  was  proved  that  all  the  iron  marked  by  the 
defendants  with  the  mark  so  complained  of,  had  been  so  marked  in  obe- 
dience to  directions  received  from  the  merchants.  Two  points  were 
Idt  to  the  jury, — ^first,  whether  the  mark  used  by  the  defendants  so 
doeely  resembled  the  mark  of  the  plaintiff  as  to  be  calculated  to  deceive 
persons  of  ordinary  skill  and  care,  and  to  induce  them  to  believe  that 
*the  iron  so  marked  and  sold  by  them  was  iron  manufactured  by  r«i  i  g 
the  plaintiff;  secondly,  whether  such  mark  was  so  used  by  the 
defendants  with  a  fraudulent  intention  to  procure  their  iron  to  be 
received  in  the  market  as  iron  of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture,  or  band 
faU  in  the  execution  of  foreign  orders.  The  jury  having  found  for  the 
defendants,  and  the  judge  reporting  that  he  was  not  dissatisfied  with  the 
Terdict,  the  court  held  the  direction  correct,  and  refused  to  grant  a  new 
triaL  That  direction  was  undoubtedly  correct  as  far  as  it  went :  the 
intent  to  defraud  was  negatived.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  There,  the  contention 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  was,  that  the  mark  in  question  denoted 
the  quality^  and  not  the  maker  of  the  iron.]  Here,  there  was  no 
evidence  to  show,  nor  was  it  put  to  the  jury,  whether  the  defendants 
knowingly  sold  the  knives  as  and  for  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture.  [Wildb, 
C.  J.  It  was  put  to  them,  in  the  language  of  Orawshay  v.  ThampBon^ 
whether  the  defendants  did  the  act  complained  of  with  intent  to  deceive.] 
It  phonld  have  been  left  to  them  to  say  whether  the  defendants  intended 
to  represent  the  knives  as  being  of  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture ;  as  in 
SykeB  V.  Syhe$y  3  B.  &  C.  541,  5  D.  &;  B.  292.  [Maulb,  J.  Supposing 
the  mark  used  to  be  such  as  might  be  used  to  deceive,  the  plaintiffs  were 
boond  further  to  make  out  that  there  was  a  false  representation  that  the 
goods  were  what  the  mark  denoted  them  to  be.  That  is  in  substance 
what  the  jury  were  told.]  The  plaintiffs  were  bound  to  go  further,  and. 
to  prove  that  the  goods  were  actually  disposed  of  upon  a  representation 
that  they  were  of  the  manufacture  of  the  plaintiffs.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  In 
the  case  of  Lazenby's  sauce,  the  only  representation  was,  in  the  use  of 
labels  similar  to  those  used  by  the  plaintiff.  Such  also  was  the  case  with 
respect  to  Packwood's  razor-strops.]  There,  the  defendant  *had  r*j^20 
bought  some  of  the  plaintiff's  wrappers.  That  was  a  case  of  '' 
frand.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  defendant  procured  them  to  be  printed.] 
Kbne  of  these  cases  in  any  degree  impugn  the  principle  on  which  the 
defendants  rely  in  this  case — that,  to  entitle  the  plaintifis  to  maintain 
the  action,  they  must  have  acquired  a  right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the 
particular  mark,  that  the  defendants  knew  that  the  plaintiffs  had  that 
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exclusiye  rigbt,  that  they  intended  to  deceive,  and  did  deceire,  and  thii 
special  damage  resulted  therefrom  to  the  plaintiffs. 

As  to  the  damages,  the  learned  judge,  treating  the  case  as  if  it  were 
an  action  for  infringing  a  patent,  told  the  jury,  that,  inasmuch  as  it  waa 
brought  to  try  a  right,  they  must,  if  they  found  for  the  plaintiffs,  give 
nominal  damages.  That  clearly  cannot  be  correct.  The  jury  could  find 
ho  damages  but  such  as  were  proved.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Would  not  the 
jury  be  bound  to  infer  that  the  plaintiffs  had  sustained  same  damage? 
Maulb,  J.  The  conduct  of  the  defendants  had  a  natural  tendency  to 
produce  damage  to  the  plaintiff.  In  Blofield  v.  Payne^  4  B.  &;  Ad.  410^ 
1  N.  &;  M.  858,  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  being  the 
inventor  and  manufacturer  of  metallic  hones,  used  certain  envelopes  for 
Ae  same,  denoting  them  to  be  his,  and  that  the  defendants  wrongfully 
made  other  hones,  wrapped  them  in  envelopes  resembling  the  plaintiff's, 
and  sold  them  as  his  own,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  sell* 
ing  many  of  his  hones,  and  they  were  depreciated  in  value  and  reputatioB, 
those  of  the  defendants  being  inferior :  and  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  some  damages  for  the  invasion  of  his  right  by  the 
fraud  of  the  defendants,  although  he  did  not  prove  that  their  hones  were 
inferior,  or  that  he  had  sustained  any  specific  damage.] 
*1211  Assuming  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge  to  have  *been  m 
^  all  respects  accurate,  there  clearly  was  no  evidence  to  warrant 
the  jury  in  finding  any  false  or  fraudulent  representation. 

The  damage  is  alleged  too  generally.  The  declaration  states,  that  by 
means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiffs  were  hindered  and  prevented  from 
selling  divers  large  quantities  of  penknives,  &c.,  and  were  deprived  af 
the  profit  that  would  have  resulted  to  them  from  such  sale.  It  ought  to 
have  gone  on  to  allege,  in  the  words  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Blanchard 
V.  ffiUy  that  the  object  of  the  defendants  was,  to  put  off  goods  of  infe* 
nor  quality  under  colour  of  the  fabricated  marks,  or  to  draw  away  cu8-> 
tomers  from  the  plaintifib.  Here,  no  such  design  is  imputed  to  the 
defendants,  nor  is  any  such  consequence  alleged.  [Maulb,  J.  We  are 
not  here  on  a  special  demurrer.  I  think  this  declaration  does  substan* 
•tially  answer  all  the  requisites  of  Lord  Hardwicke's  judgment  in  the 
case  referred  to :  it  alleges  that  the  defendants,  intending  to  injure  the 
plaintifis,  and  to  deprive  them  of  the  gains  which  would  otherwise  have 
accrued  to  them  from  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the  knives,  fraudn* 
lently  imitated  the  plaintiffs'  mark,  and  sold  the  goods  so  marked,  for 
their  own  profit,  as  and  for  and  under  the  false  colour  and  pretence  that 
they  were  goods  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs.]  The  allegation  of 
damage  was  more  specific  and  precise  in  Oratcshajf  v.  Thompwn. 
[Mattle,  J.  It  is  no  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment,  that  the 
damage  is  stated  too  generally.]  It  is  ground  for  arresting  the  judg- 
ment, that  the  damage  alleged  does  not  necessarily  result  from  the  pre- 
mises charged.    [Maulb,  J.    If  the  damage  follows  of  necessity,  the 
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^mriflsion  of  it  is  no  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment.  In  Morison  r. 
Saibmn^  2  M.  &  G.  885,  2  Scott,  N.  B.  449,  the  damage  was  alleged 
almost  in  the  very  *terms  that  are  used  here,  and  the  declaration  r#^  no 
was  held  good,  upon  a  motion  to  arrest  the  judgment.]  ^ 

Wilds,  0.  J.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  ground 
upon  which  the  court  would  be  warranted  in  granting  a  rule  in  this  case. 
The  action  arises  out  of  circumstances  which,  unfortunately,  are  of  ordi- 
nary occurrence ;  and  it  would  be  a  reproach  to  the  law  if  it  were  not 
maintainable.  The  real  question  is,  whether  the  law  will  protect  a  manu- 
fiMttiorer  from  having  goods  fraudulently  palmed  upon  the  world  as  goods 
made  by  him,  when  in  truth  they  are  not  so.  The  declaration  begins 
irifth  stating  that  the  plaintiflb  were  cutlery-manufacturers,  and,  in  the 
oooTBe  of  their  trade,  had  been  in  the  habit  of  manufacturing  and  sell- 
ing, amongst  other  articles  of  cutlery,  large  quantities  of  pen-knives 
mnd  pocket-knives,  to  which  they  were  accustomed  to  affix  a  certain 
mark,  in  order  to  denote  that  they  were  articles  of  cutlery  prepared, 
manufactured,  and  made  by  them,  and  to  distinguish  them  from  articles 
of  the  same  description,  prepared,  manufactured,  or  made  by  other  per- 
sons. The  plaintiffs  do  not  claim  any  abstract  right  to  the  exclusive  use 
of  the  mark  in  question.  They  merely  say  that,  having  adopted  a  par- 
tienliKr  mark,  the  public  have  been  led  to  believe  goods  so  marked  to  be 
of  thcfir  manu&cture.  The  declai^ation  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  pen- 
knives and  pocket-knives,  so  made  and  marked  by  the  plaintiffs,  were 
held  in  high  estimation  by  dealers  in  cutlery,  on  account  of  their  good 
quality  and  finish,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  thereby  acquired  a  reputa- 
tion with  the  public ;  but  that  the  defendants,  wrongfully  intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  deprive  them  of  the  great  gains  that  would 
otherwise  havt  accrued  to  them  from  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the 
taid  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  fraudulently  prepared,  manufactured, 
and  made  for  *8ale,  divers  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  in  imi-  r^i  og 
tation  of  those  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs,  with  a  certain  ^ 
afeamp  or  mark  thereon,  resembling  the  plaintiffs'  stamp  or  mark,  with  a 
vieir  to  deceive  the  public,  and  to  induce  them  to  purchase  the  same  as 
and  for  goods  of  the  manufacture  of  the  pluntiffs,  in  fraud  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  short  and  sunple.  The  defendants,  who  are 
manufacturers  of  cutlery  at  Sheffield,  received  an  order  from  Messrs. 
Lord  k  Son,  for  a  quantity  of  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  to  be 
•tamped  or  marked  with  the  letters  Y.  R.  with  a  crown  between  them, 
and  the  words  ^^J.  Rodgers  k  Sons,  Sheffield,"  underneath;  and  that 
thoy  accordingly  caused  the  knives  to  be  made  and  marked  as  ordered. 
The  knives,  when  made,  were,  it  is  said,  received  by  the  defendants 
accompanied  by  a  bill  of  parcels  describing  them  as  purchased  from  John 
Kodgera  k  Sons.  No  explanation  whatever  was  given  of  this  trans- 
action.   It  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  the  bill  of  parcels 
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was  designed  to  aid  the  deception,  and  the  better  to  enable  the  defend- 
ants to  represent  the  goods  as  of  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture.  The  fact 
of  the  sale  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed.  The  plaintiffii  bring  their 
action ;  and,  having  proved  the  order  for  knives  so  marked  as  to  resemble 
and  pass  for  their  manufacture,  and  its  execution  by  the  defendants  in 
the  manner  stated,  the  case  went  to  the  jury.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendants,  having  in  the  course  of  the  cause,  remarked  upon  the  trivial 
amount  of  the  damages  sought  to  be  recovered — ^the  whole  amount  of 
the  order  executed  by  the  defendants,  being  272.  only — ^the  learned 
judge,  with  reference  to  those  remarks,  observed  that  that  was  not  a 
fair  representation  of  the  real  contest  between  the  parties ;  for,  that  the 
plaintiffs  did  not  come  into  court  for  the  mere  purpose  of  recovering  the 
amount  of  damage  in  the  particular  case,  but  to  try  whether  the  defend- 
*1241  '^^  might  *with  impunity  adopt  the  plaintiffs'  mark,  and  so  use 

it  as  to  denote,  and  to  induce  the  public  to  believe,  that  the  goods 
were  of  the  plaintifis'  manufacture;  and  that  it  was  thwefore  a  case  for 
nominal  damages.  It  is  urged  that  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the 
jury.  The  substance  of  the  direction  was,  that  the  jury  were  to  consider 
whether  the  defendants  had  adopted  a  mark  so  like  the  mark  of  the 
plaintifis  as  to  be  calculated  to  impose  upon  ordinary  persons,  and  to 
induce  them  to  believe  the  goods  to  be  the  plaintiffs'  goods.  That^ 
undoubtedly,  was  the  essential  and  substantive  part  of  the  declaration, 
and  a  proper  point  to  leave  to  the  jury.  The  second  point  that  appeam 
to  have  been  left,  was,  not  simply  whether  the  defendants  had  manu- 
factured and  marked  knives  in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  calculated  to 
deceive  purchasers,  but  whether  they  had  adopted  the  particular  mode 
of  deception  charged  in  the  declaration.  This  also  was  a  proper  point 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  Thirdly,  it  was  put  to  them  to  say 
whether — ^if  they  should  find  that  the  defendants  had  used  marks  cidcu- 
lated  to  deceive,  and  that  those  marks  and  the  mode  of  deceiving  were 
those  pointed  out  in  the  declaration — ^the  defendants  did  those  acts  with 
the  intention  of  deceiving.  The  learned  judge  told  the  jury,  that,  to 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  a  verdict,  it  was  not  enough  that  the  defendants 
had  adopted  means  calciUated  to  deceive,  but  that  they  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  defendants  did  the  acts  complained  of  with  intention  to  deceive. 
Has  more  ever  been  held  necessary  to  be  proved,  in  actions  of  this 
description,  than  that  the  plaintiff,  being  a  manufacturer,  has  been  accus- 
tomed to  use  a  certain  mark  to  denote  that  the  goods  so  marked  were  of 
his  manufacture ;  that  such  mark  was  well  known  and  understood  in  the 
particular  trade ;  and  that  the  defendant  had  adopted  the  mark,  and  sold 
^251  S^^^^  bearing  it,  as  and  *for  the  plaintiffs'  goods  with  intent  to 

deceive?  I  am  not  aware  that  more  has  ever  been  required:  and 
no  authority  has  been  cited  to  show  that  these  facts  being  found  affirma- 
tively,  do  not  entitle  the  party  to  a  verdict.  I  am,  therefore,  unable  to 
discover  any  misdirection  in  this  case. 
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Witk  respect  to  the  damftgeB,— ^d  the  learned  judge  withdraw  the 
qaeetion  of  damages  from  the  jnry,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  make  such  with- 
drawal ground  for  granting  a  new  trial  ?  If  the  defendants  knowingly 
adopted  tlie  plaintiffi'  mark,  in  the  execution  of  an  order  given  to  them 
for  knives  of  the  plaintiffs'  manufacture,  and  sold  them  as  and  for  knives 
of  that  description,  can  it  be  doubted  that  the  jury  ought  to  find  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  damaged  ?  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
prevented  from  selling  so  many  of  their  knives,  by  the  defendants  having 
pat  off  other  knives  as  knives  of  the  plaintifis'  manufacture  ?  The  fair 
inference  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  would  have  had  th^benefit  of  Lord's  order 
if  the  defendants  had  not  intercepted  it  in  the  manner  they  did.  The 
plaintifis'  goods  having  acquired  a  certain  character  with  the  retail 
dealers  and  the  public,  if  the  defendants  had  not  executed  Lord's  order, 
be  must  have  gone  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  jury  were  told,  in  substance, 
that  the  plaintiffs  claimed  nominal  damages  only.  The  jury  have  given 
40s. — ^not  at  all  an  unreasonable  amount,  or  objectionable  on  the  ground 
that  they  are  something  more  than  mere  nominal  damages.  The  verdict 
clearly  could  not  have  been  sustained,  had  the  jury  found  for  the  defend- 
ants upon  the  evidence  that  was  before  them. 

With  respect  to  that  part  of  the  motion  by  which  it  is  sought  to  arrest 
the  judgment, — ^tbe  question  is,  whether  the  declaration  contains  any 
aflegation  which  is  capable  of  proof,  and  which,  if  proved,  would  entitle 
the  plaintiflh  to  a  verdict.  The  declaration  states,  in  substance,  that  the 
plaintiflb  carried  on  the  business  of  *cutlery-manufacturers,  and  r«i  qG 
were  accustomed  to  mark  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  with  a 
particular  stamp  or  mark,  in  order  to  denote  that  they  were  of  their 
■laaofacture ;  and  that  the  defendants,  intending  to  injure  the  plaintiffs 

the  sale  of  their  said  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives,  and  to  deprive 
kbem  of  gains  they  would  otherwise  have  made  from  the  manufacture  and 
sale  thereof,  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  manufactured,  and  made  for 
sale,  pen-knives  and  pocket-knives  in  imitation  of  those  so  manufactured 
and  marked  by  the  plaintifBs,  with  a  stamp  or  mark  intended  to  cause 
them  to  pass  for  knives  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  sold  them  for 
their  own  profit,  under  the  false  colour  and  pretence  that  they  were 
manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs ; — by  means  whereof  the  plaintiffs  were 
hindered  and  prevented  from  selling  divers  quantities  of  the  said  knives 
so  manufactured  by  them,  and  were  injured  in  their  reputation.  I  appre- 
hend this  statement  of  damage  would  admit  of  proof  of  loss  and  injury 
to  the  plaintiffs  sufficient  to  sustain  t}ie  action ;  and  that,  even  if  it  could 
be  established  that  it  is  too  general  in  point  of  form,  that  is  no  ground 
for  arresting  the  judgment.  The  declaration  being  so  framed  as  to  be 
capable  of  being  supported  by  evidence  at  nisi  prius,  we  must,  upon  this 
part  of  the  moti<Hi,  intend  that  it  was  so  supported. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  to  the  case,  I  think,  for  these 
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reasons,  that  none  of  the  grounds  refied  on  are  snffiotent  to  entitle  ike 

defendants  to  a  rule. 

COLTMAN,  J.  I  entirely  concur  with  the  chief  justice  in  thinking  that 
no  rule  should  be  granted  in  this  case.  I  agree  with  the  law  laid  down 
by  my  brother  Williams, — ^that  no  man  has  a  right  to  sell  goods  of  his 
own  manufacture,  upon  a  false  and  deceitful  representation  that  they 
are  of  the  manufacture  of  another ;  to  which  I  would  add,  that  an  action 
*1 271  ^^  clearly  maintainable  by  the  *party  whose  name  is  so  fraudulently 
-^  used,  if  any  damage  results  to  him  from  the  false  representation. 
The  only  point  on  which  I  have  at  all  hesitated,  is,  whether  or  not  the 
question  of  damage  was  in  this  cascwithdrawn  from  the  jury.  It  does 
not,  however,  appear  to  me  that  it  was.  Assuming,  as  we  must,  that 
Lord  intended  to  have  knives  of  the  manufacture  of  Bodgers  k  Sons, 
damage  to  the  plaintiffs  of  necessity  resulted  from  the  false  representa- 
tion that  the  knives  supplied  to  him  in  execution  of  his  order  were  of 
their  manufacture.  If,  indeed,  the  jury  had  found  that  there  was  no 
damage,  that  would  have  been  inconnstent,  and  at  variance  with  the 
other  part  of  their  finding. 

Mauls,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  declaration  is  in  the 
ordinary  form ;  the  facts  that  were  given  in  evidence  were  such  as  have 
frequently  occurred  on  similar  occasions;  and  the  direction  of  ny 
brother  Williams  was  quite  in  conformity  with  the  directions  that  have 
usually  been  given  in  cases  of  this  description.  That  direction  in 
substance  was,  that  a  manufacturer  has  a  right  of  action  against  one 
who  affixes  to  his  own  goods  the  known  and  accustomed  mark  of  the 
former,  and  sells  them  upon  a  representation  that  they  are  of  the  manu- 
facture which  such  mark  would  denote  them  to  be.  Such  conduct 
towards  a  trader,  naturally  imports  damage ;  for,  it  cannot  be  doubted, 
that  supplying  the  market  with  spurious  goods,  has  a  tendency  to  injure 
the  maker  of  the  genuine  article.  But,  in  this  case,  there  was  strong 
evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs  had,  by  the  false  representation  of 
the  defendants,  lost  the  execution  of  a  particular  order ;  for  Lord  k  Son's 
order  must  be  understood  in  a  lawful  sense ;  and  if  the  defendants  had 
executed  the  order  in  that  sense,  they  must  of  necessity  have  procured 
the  knives  from  the  plaintiffs,  instead  of  causing  them  to  be  manufac- 
♦1 9«l  ^^^^  ^J  *  third  *person.  I  think  the  case  could  not  have  been 
J  more  correctly  or  properly  put  than  it  was :  indeed,  it  was  more 
favourably  put  for  the  defendants  than  if  the  whole  had  been  left  as  one 
question.  The  first  question  presented  to  the  jury  was,  whether  the  arti- 
des  which  the  defendants  procured  to  be  manufactured  were  so  marked 
as  to  import  that  they  were  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  learned 
judge  then  told  the  jury  that,  in  order  to  justify  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, they  must  further  find  that  the  defendants  sold  the  goods  as  and 
for  the  plaintiffs'  goods,  with  intent  to  deceive  and  to  defraud  the  plain- 
tiffs.   The  jury  found  both  questions  in  the  affirmative;   and  there 
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aerteiftly  was  rMaonable  evidence  to  wtrrant  them  in  coming  to  that 
eondnsion. 

With  respect  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment — it  clearly  is  no 
pwaA  for -arresting  the  jadgment,  that  the  damage  is  alleged  too 
generally. 

Y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Role  refused. 


In  the  matter  of  MARY  JASE  DALY.    Nov.  4. 

In  tbe  caae  of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  taken  in  a  remote 
pvt  of  India,  ilie  oourt,  in  lieu  of  a  ootariai  certificate,  received  the  certificate  of  the  m^dr- 
general  in  command  of  tbe  diatrict,  n|xin  production  of  an  affidavit  stating  hii  rank  and  veri- 
fying his  handwriting. 

A  COMMISBIOK  issued  on  the  17th  of  May  last,  empowering  four 
officers  of  Her  Majesty's  84tfa  r^bnent  to  take  the  acknowledgment 
of  Mary  Jane  Daly,  wife  of  Drum-M^r  Barnard  Daly,  to  a  deed 
^oonyeying  her  separate  interest  in  certain  prq>erty.  The  regi-  r^t^tgo 
ment  was,  at  the  time  die  commission  issued,  supposed  to  be  at  ^ 
Madras ;  but,  on  its  arrival  tiiere,  the  regiment  had  moved  to  Secnnde- 
rabad,  a  place  distant  about  three  hundred  miles  from  Madras.  The 
acknowledgment  was  duly  taken  at  Secunderabad,  before  two  of  the 
commissioners,  and  was  duly  certified  by  them,  pursuant  to  the  84th 
section  of  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74.  The  affidavit,  verifying  tbe  certificate, 
was  sworn  at  Secunderabad  by  one  of  the  commissioners,  before  ''James 
Robertson,  one  of  Har  Major's  justices  of  the  peace,  and  superinten- 
dent of  police  for  the  t^antonment  ot  Secunderabad."  In  lieu  of  the 
notarial  certificate  required  by  the  practice  of  the  court,  there  was  the 
certificate  of  Major-General  Lovell,  commanding  the  Hyderabad  subsi- 
diary force,  that  C.  Franklin,  the  commissioner  who  made  the  affidavit, 
was  sworn  to  the  truth  thereof,  in  his  presence,  by  the  said  James 
Bfobertson ;  that  Robertson  was  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  canton- 
ment, and,  as  such,  qualified  to  administer  oaths ;  and  that  the  names 
of  Franklin  and  Robertson,  subscribed  to  the  affidavit,  were  of  thoir 
respective  handwritings.  This  certificate  was  signed  ''L.  B.  Lovell, 
Major-General,  commanding  the  Hyderabad  subsidiary  force,  where 
there  is  no  notary." 

The  proper  officer  having  objected  to  receive  the  certificate  and  affida^ 
vit,  on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  a  notarial  certificate, 

Ckannett,  Serjt,  now  applied  for  the  d&rection  of  the  court.  He 
referred  to  In  re  Fby,  6  M.  ft  G.  1046,  7  Scott,  N.  B.  999,  where, 
^Km  an  acknowledgment  taken  in  Pennsylvania,  the  court,  in  lieu  of  a 
notdurial  certificate,  received  a  certificate  of  *"the  prothonotary  p^^o/j 
and  clerk  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Centre  county,  Penn-  L 
^Ivania,"  it  being  sworn  that  there  was  no  notary-public  within  eighty 
miles  of  the  place.    [Whbk,  C.  J.    There  would  probably  be  no  diffi- 
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culty  in  obtaining  an  affidayit  that  the  individual  whose  certificate  stands 
in  the  place  of  the  notarial  certificate,  holds  the  rank  he  states.]  That 
fact  could,  no  doubt,  be  supplied. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  In  giving  effect  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  difiEiculties 
often  arise  as  to  the  mode  of  preserving  the  necessary  degree  of  fidelity 
in  the  execution  of  commissions.  The  court,  inasmuch  as  it  has  no  bet- 
ter means  of  ascertaining  the  competency  of  persons  taking  affidavits  in 
foreign  countries,  has  thought  fit  to  adopt  the  certificate  of  a  notary- 
public,  who  is  an  officer  whose  functions  are  of  universal  sanction.  Sup- 
posing, however,  that  there  is  no  notary-public  residing  at,  or  within  a 
convenient  distance  of,  the  place  where  Uie  acknowledgment  is  taken, 
the  question  is,  what  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  evidence  of  the  authority 
of  the  party  administering  the  oath,  by  the  law  of  the  foreign  country, 
so  to  do.  Here,  that  which  is  substituted  for  the  notarial  certificate,  is, 
a  certificate  of  a  person  professing  to  be  a  major-general,  commanding 
the  Hyderabad  subsidiary  force.  The  rank  and  position  of  a  major-gene- 
ral in  the  army,  affords  at  least  equal  assurance  of  the  due  and  faithful 
performance  of  the  duty  he  undertakes,  as  does  that  of  a  notary-publia 
But  then  the  court  should,  at  all  events,  be  satisfied  that  they  have  that 
security.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  affidavit  verifying  the  hand- 
writing of  Major-General  Lovell,  or  that  he  holds  the  rank  alleged. 
Acting,  therefore,  upon  the  spirit  of  the  rule,  I  think  we  can  hardly  hold 
the  documents  now  before  us  to  be  sufficient ;  but  I  think  they  may  be 
*l^n  '®^^*^®^  ^y  *^®  officer,  *upon  the  production  of  an  affidavit  veri- 
-l  fying  the  handwriting  and  the  rank  of  the  person  so  certifying. 

Such  an  affidavit  having  on  a  subsequent  day  been  produced,  the 
application  was  Granted. 


RUSHBROOK  v.  HOOD.    Nov.  3. 

An  indenture  quadripartite  between  A.,  fi.,  C,  and  D.,  recited  that  A.  was  entitled  to  certain 
copyhold  land ;  that  he  had  contracted  for  the  aale  of  it  to  D.,  who  had  been  let  into  posoea- 
aion,  and  had  erected  certain  cottages  on  the  land  ;  that  D.  had  entered  into  an  agreement  to 
mortgage  the  land  to  C.  for  iOOl. ;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  carrjring  the  agreements  for  mort- 
gage and  purchase  simultaneously  into  efiect,  certain  surrenders  to  a  trustee  had  been  made 
by  A.  and  B.— the  one  by  direction  of  D.,  to  such  uses  as  C.  should  appoint,  and,  in  de- 
fault of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  G.  and  his  heirs — the  other  to  the  use  of  D.  and  his  heirs, 
subject  to  the  surrender  in  favour  of  C.  The  indenture  then  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance 
of  the  agreements,  and  in  consideration  of  the  lAremises,  A.  and  B,  covenanted  with  C,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  and  alto  separately  with  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  A.  and  B.  had 
right  to  convey,  for  quiet  enjoyment,  Slc.  ;  and  that,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  agreements, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  premises.  D.  covenanted  with  G.  for  payment  of  the  400L  and 
interest, — ^with  power  of  sale  on  default,  a  proviso  for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  a  declaration 
that  the  trustee  in  whom  the  copyholds  were  vested,  should  stand  seised,  in  trust  for  the 
filaintiflf,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  securing  payment  of  principal  and  interest,  and,  subject 
thereto,  for  the  defendant,  his  heirs,  &e.  :— 

Ifdd,  that  this  indenture  was  not  an  instrument  operating  upon  several  "  matters  or  things*' 
within  the  12  Ann.  stat.  2,  c.  9,  s.  24,  and  that  the  first  skin  was  therefore  properly  stamped 
with  a  single  35s.  stamp. 

Br  a  Mcoad  indenture,  made  between  D.  and  .C.,— reciting  the  former  indenture,  that  D.  bed 
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md«  deinlc  in  payment  of  the  4001.  tnd  interest,  and  had  applied  to  C.  to  lend  him  thii 
fiirtiiersani  of  lOOL,  which  C.  had  consented  to  do, — D.  covenanted  with  C,  bis  heirs,  &c,, 
that  the  copyhold  should  remain  further  charged  with  the  1001.  and  interest,  and  that  C. 
should  hold  the  property  as  security  for  the  whole  sum  of  5002.  and  interest : — 
J2«U,  that  this  indenture  operated  as  a  further  charge,  and  therefore  was  properly  stamped 
with  a  30«.  stamp,  imder  the  55  G.  3,  c.  184. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt.  The  first  count  set  out  an  indenture  of 
the  30tfa  of  April,  1842,  made  between  John  Clarke,  George  Clarke^ 
Charles  Clarke  *the  younger,  Thomas  Clarke,  and  Ann  Clarke,  p^^op 
of  the  first  part,  Charles  Clarke  the  elder  of  the  second  part,  the  ^ 
defendant  of  the  third  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  fourth  part, — 
whereby  the  defendant  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  4002.  on 
the  30th  of  October  then  next,  with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  5L 
per  cent,  per  annum,  aUeging  for  breach,  non-payment  of  that  sum,  and 
the  interest. 

The  second  count  set  out  an  indenture  of  the  29th  of  April,  1848, 
between  the  defendant  of  the  first  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  second 
pirt, — ^whereby  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  1002.  on 
tiie  29th  of  October  then  next,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  52.  per  cent^ 
per  annum. 

The  defendant  pleaded  mm  est  factum  to  each  count,  and,  to  the 
whole  declaration,  a  set-off  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  plaintiff 
to  his  use. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Pattbson,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  for 
Bnffolk. 

The  indenture  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  recited  the  admittance  of 
John  Clarke,  on  the  24th  of  November,  1795,  to  certain  copyhold  land 
in  the  county  of  Suffolk ;  his  will,  devising  to  his  six  grand-chOdren  in 
fee,  with  a  direction  for  sale  on  the  youngest,  Ann,  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-one ;  the  death  of  John  Clarke,  in  1837,  leaving  Charles  Clarke 
the  elder  his  customary  heir ;  that  the  will  was  duly  proved ;  that  Ann 
Clarke  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  on  the  14th  of  April,  1888 ;  thai, 
in  September,  1841,  a  contract  was  entered  into  by  the  parties  of  the 
first  part,  for  the  sale  of  the  land  to  Hood,  the  defendant ;  that  Hood 
was  let  into  possession,  and  had  built  six  cottages  upon  the  land ;  that 
an  agreement  had  beeii  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  d^ 
fendant,  for  a  mortgage  of  the  premises  for  4002.;  that,  pursuant  to  the 
arrangement  between  the  parties,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the 
agreements  for  '^'mortgage  and  purchase  simultaneously  into  effect,  .^^  .  ^ 
two  several  surrenders  to  a  trustee  had  been  made  by  the  parties  ^ 
of  the  first  and  second  parts;  the  one,  to  such  uses  as  the  plaintiff  should 
lypoint,  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff  and 
his  heirs ;  the  other,  to  the  use  of  the  defendant  and  his  heirs,  subject 
to  the  surrender  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  heirs.  The  indenture  then  wit- 
nessed, that,  in  pursuance  of  1  he  agreements,  and  in  consideration  of  the 
each  and  every  of  the  parties  of  ike  first  and  second  parte,  im 
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respect  of  their  respective  undivided  sfaares,  did  grant  and  covenant  to 
and  with  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  al$o  neparately  with  the 
defendant^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  had  right  to  convey, — for 
quiet  enjoyment,  free  from  incumbrances, — and  for  farther  assurance. 
The  indenture  also  vdtnessed,  that,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agree- 
ments, and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the  defendant  covenanted 
^th  the  plaintiff  for  the  payment  of  4001.  on  the  80th  of  October  then 
next,  with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum,  and 
also  to  insure  the  premises :  with  a  power  of  sale  after  three  months' 
notice ;  a  proviso  for  quiet  enjoyment  by  the  defendant,  until  default  in 
payment  of  the  principal  and  interest ;  and  a  declaration  that  the  trustee 
in  whom  the  copyholds  were  vested,  should  stand  seised  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs,  &c.,  for  securing  paym^t  of  the  principal  sum  of 
400/.,  and  interest,  and,  subject  thereto,  in  trust  for  Uie  defendant,  hia 
hdbrs  and  assigns. 

This  deed  had  a  12. 15«.  stamp,  and  also  the  proper  progressive  stamps. 

The  indenture  mentioned  in  the  second  count,  recited  the  former  deed, 
that  default  had  been  made  in  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest 
secured  thereby,  that  an  application  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  to 
*1S41  ^^  plaintiff  for  a  farther  advance  of  1001.,  and  that  the  ^plaintiff 
^  had  agreed  to  advance  that  sum :  it  then  set  oat  a  covenant  by 
the  defendant  with  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  &c.,  that  the  same  copyhold 
premises  should  stand  farther  charged  with  the  1902.  and  interest  thereon 
at  bl.  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  a  covenant  by  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
1002.  and  interest  on  the  29th  of  October  then  next,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  hold  the  premises  as  security  for  the  whole  sum  of  500/.  and 
mtereet 

This  deed  was  stamped  with  a  80«.  stamp. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  both  deeds  were 
insufficiently  stamped, — ^that  the  indentore  declared  on  in  the  first  count 
Aould  have  had  two  stamps  of  1/.  15».  each,  inasmuch  as  it  contained 
two  distinct  contracts,  between  different  parties, — and  that  the  indenture 
declared  on  in  the  second  count,  should  have  had  a  1/.  15«.  deed  stamp^ 
and  not  a  mortgage  stamp  only,  the  deed  operating,  not  as  a  mere  furthv 
charge,  but  as  a  oovenant. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objections ;  and  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  damages  5152.  18«.  7<2.,  subject  to  a  motion  for  a  noa-* 
suit,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  both  indentnres  were  insnfit* 
dently  stamped ;  or  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  1032.  3«.  7c2.,  if  the  court 
should  think  the  indenture  in  the  first  count  inadmissible,  and  that  in  the 
second  count  admissible ;  or  to  4122. 15s.,  if  they  should  think  the  indent 
tore  in  the  second  count  inadmissible,  and  that  in  the  first  count  ad* 
aissible. 

Bouee  now  moved  accordingly.  The  first  indenture  contiuns  a  contrast 
sf  sale,  under  which  the  defendant  was  let  into  possession  of  the  pre 
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mifles,  and  also  a  separate  and  distinct  contract,  bejrween  different  parr 
ties,  for  a  loan  of  400Z. ;  and  therefore  it  should  have  had  two  r«i  05 
*deed  stamps.  In  Tilsley  on  the  Stamp  LawB,(a)  it  is  said  that  ^ 
''  Courts  of  law  have  not  required  express  authority  for  deciding  that  a 
midtifarioiis  deed  shall  have  several  stamp  duties.  The  12  Ann.  stat.  2, 
e.  9,  s.  24,  enacts,  that,  where  any  one  or  more  of  the  matters  or  things 
charged  with  stamp  duty,  shall  be  written  upon  one  piece  of  parchment 
or  paper,  the  duties  shall  be  charged  upon  every  one  of  such  matters. 
This  referred  to  several  distinct  instruments  upon  one  piece  of  parch- 
ment; the  duty  being  imposed  ^for  every  skin,  or  piece  of  vellum  or 
parchment,  or  sheet  or  piece  of  paper,  upon  which  shall  be  engrossed 
any  deed,'  &c.;  imd  it  was  enacted  to  prevent  fraud,  in*  writing  two  or 
more  instruments  upon  the  same  skin,  &c.,  with  one  duty  only ;  but  the 
provision  was  evidently  not  necessary,  as  the  courts  would  have  put  a 
proper  and  reasonable  interpretation  upon  the  statutes  in  this  respect,  as 
they  have  since  done  where  one  instrument  was  made  to*  effect  several 
distinct  matters,  by  treating  it  as  several  instruments,  imd  requiring 
stamps  accordingly."  [Mauls,  J.  The  whole  deed  relates  to  one  single 
transaction,  viz.  the  sale  of  an  estate,  and  the  raising  of  money  to 
pay  for  it.]  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  deed  does  not  operate 
in  respect  of  several  '^  matters  or  things,"  the  objection  fails.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  A  statute  imposing  a  charge,  must  be  very  distinct  in  its  terms.] 
The  second  deed  clearly  operated  as  a  covenant,  and  not  as  a  mort- 
gage  or  further  charge.  In  Haywood  v.  Bibby^  11  M.  &  W.  812,  1  D. 
k  L«  290,  an  indenture  recited,  that,  in  consideration  of  4002.  (part  of 
500/.  agreed  to  be  advanced  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant),  paid  to 
S.,  R.,  and  P.,  by  the  plaintiff,  in  discharge  of  all  principal  and  interest 
owing  to  them  as  mortgagees,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  other  surrender, 
they,  the  said  S.,  B.,  and  P.,  surrendered  into  *the  hands  of  the  r^ci  og 
Unrd  certain  lands,  to  the  intent  that  the  lord  might  regrant  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff,  in  trust  to  sdl  the  same,  and  retain  the  said  sum 
of  500/.  The  indenture  then  stated  that  the  defendant  covenanted  with 
the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  sum  of  500/.,  with  interest  on  a  certain  day, 
and  that,  in  default  of  payment,  the  plaintiff  might  enter  upon  and  enjoy 
the  land.  The  indenture  was  stamped  with  two  stamps  of  1/.  15s.  and 
1/.  6s.  It  was  held,  tha4;  this  was  not  ^^  a  declaration  or  deed  for  defeat- 
ing or  making  redeemable,  or  qualifying  any  covenant,  &c.,  intended  as 
a  security  for  money,"  within  the  meaning  of  that  clause  in  the  stamp 
act,  55  G.  S,  c.  184,  Sched.  Part  1,  Mortgage^  but  a  mere  declaration 
of  trust  of  the  second  surrender ;  and  that  it  did  not  require  an  ad 
wdorem  stamp.  Lord  Abinobb  said:  ^ I  am  of  opinion  that  an  ad 
wdorem  mortgage  stamp  was  not  required  in  this  case.  The  defendant 
merely  covenants  by  the  deed  to  pay  the  sum  of  500/.,  and  that,  in 
default  of  payment,  the  plaintift  shall  have  power  to  enter  upon  sAd 

(a)  Page  357. 
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enjoy  the  property.  That  cannot  amount  to  a  mortgage."  [Wildb, 
C.  J.  This  deed  operates  as  a  further  charge  of  the  copyhold  to  the 
extent  of  1007.  The  estate  is  pledged  for  that  sum.]  A  mere  covenant 
that  an  estate  shall  become  charged  is  not  a  mortgage.  A  second  sur- 
render is  usual  upon  a  second  mortgage  of  copyhold  property.  There 
was  none  here.  [Coltman,  J.  In  whom  was  the  legal  estate  ?]  The 
legal  estate  remained  in  John  Clarke.  The  defendant  could  not,  there- 
fore, legally  create  a  further  charge.  [Maule,  J.  The  duty  attaches 
quite  irrespectively  of  the  quality  of  the  estate.] 

Wilds,  G.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  no  effect  ought  to  be  given  to  the 
objections  urged  in  this  case.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that 
objections  of  this  sort  are  not  to  prevail,  unless  the  duty  is  imposed 
«^q^-i  by  the  *plain  and  unequivocal  language  of  the  statute.*  With 
regard  to  the  first  deed  in  this  case,  it  appears  that  the  party 
contracting  for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  agrees  that  it  shall  be  surren- 
dered, not  to 'himself,  but  to  the  use  of  a  third  person,  by  whom  the 
purchase-money  is  to  be  advanced,  and  who  is  to  hold  it  as  a  security 
for  his  advance.  The  whole  object  of  the  deed  is,  to  carry  into  effect 
the  contract  of  sale.  The  statute  of  12  Ann.  stat.  2,  c.  9,  s.  24,  which 
is  relied  on,  enacts,  that  where  more  than  one  of  the  matters  or  things 
thereby  charged  with  any  stamp  duty  shall  be  engrossed  on  one  piece 
of  vellum,  &c.,  the  duties  shall  be  charged  on  every  one  of  such  matters. 
That  brings  it  simply  to  the  question,  whether  the  instrument  produced 
was  one  indenture,  or  several  in  effect.  It  appears  to  me  to  be  confined 
to  the  carrying  out  of  one  single  transaction — the  purchase  of  the  estate 
and  securing  of  the  purchase-money;  and  therefore  not  within  the 
statute.  The  object  of  the  enactment  was,  to  prevent  the  evasion  of 
duty,  by  using  one  piece  of  parchment  for  the  purpose  of  making  several 
distinct  deeds.     That  disposes  of  the  objection  to  the  first  deed. 

As  to  the  second  deed,  I  own  I  have  had  a  little  doubt.  The  object 
of  this  instrument,  however,  seems  to  have  been,  to  give  to  the  plaintiff, 
the  person  who  had  already  advanced  4007.  upon  the  security  of  the  pro- 
perty, a  lien  for  a  further  sum  of  1007.,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  hold  the 
land  as  a  security  for  both  sums.  As  the  1007.  was  not  the  only  charge, 
the  deed  recites  the  former  indenture,  by  which  the  land  was  already 
charged  with  the  sum  of  4007.  The  security,  in  respect  to  this  latter 
sum,  is  not  increased :  the  sole  object  of  the  deed  was,  to  make  the  estate 
a  security  for  the  further  advance.  I  therefore  think  that  it  falls  within 
♦1  ^91  express  provision  of  the  stamp  act,  as  a  deed  of  further  *charge, 
^  and  that  it  was  properly  stamped  with  a  SOs,  stamp. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  enough  to  read  the 
statute  of  Anne  to  see  that  it  contemplated  an  entirely  different  case  from 
the  present,  viz.,  a  case  where  several  distinct  transactions  are  contained 
in  one  skin.     The  second  indenture  is  clearly  a  deed  of  further  charge, 
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witbm  the  words  of  the  55  G.  3,  c.  184.  The  tenant  on  the  lord's  roll  was 
John  Clarke.  He  made  a  surrender  which  may  entitle  the  plaintiff 
at  anj  time  to  admittance  as  tenant,  to  his  own  use.  He  would  then 
become  the  actual  tenant  on  the  roll,  and  would  be  in  possession  of  the 
legal  estate.  The  deed,  therefore,  clearly  operated  as  a  further  charge. 
Maulb,  J.,  and  Y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  refused. 


BENHAM  V.  GRAY.    Nov.  8. 

In  September  1846,  a  partnership  was  entered  into  between  A.  and  B.,  the  terms  of  which 
were  never  definitively  arranged.  The  business  continaed  to  be  carried  on,  in  the  names  of 
A.  and  B.,  in  a  shop  and  oounting-hoose  forming  part  of  a  house  of  which  A.  was  lessee, 
down  to  the  25th  of  December,  when  A.  caused  B.  to  be  served  with  a  notice  to  dissolve  the 
partnership.  On  the  2d  of  January,  1847,  B.  broke  and  entered  the  shop  and  counting- 
koose : — Hdd,  that  he  was  liable  in  trespass  :  his  right  to  the  occupation  of  the  premises 
having  ceased  with  the  determination  of  the  partnership. 

Tbbspass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  rooms  and  apartments  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Fleas, — ^first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  that  the  rooms  were  not  the  rooms 
ef  the  plaintiff, — thirdly,  leave  and  license.     Issue  thereon. 

♦The  cause  was  tried  before  V.  Williams,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  r*i  39 
Westminster  after  last  term.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — The 
plaintiff  was  the  assignee  of  a  term  of  years  in  certain  premises  at  No.  1 
High  Street,  Camden  Town,  where  he  carried  on  the  business  of  an  appraiser 
and  house-agent.  In  August,  1846,  negotiations  took  place  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  for  a  lease  to  be  granted  by  the  former  to 
the  latter,  of  the  upper  part  of  the  house  in  High  Street,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  42/.,  and  for  a  partnership  between  them  in  the  business  of 
appraisers  and  house-agents,  which  was  to  be  carried  on  in  the  lower  part 
of  the  premises,  for  which  the  firm  was  to  be  charged  a  rent  of  20/.  per 
annum.  A  draft  lease  was  prepared,  but  never  settled.  The  terms  of 
the  partnership  did  not  appear ;  but  the  joint  names  were  placed  over 
the  door,  and  address  cards  were  printed  with  the  name  of  the  firm ; 
and  they  continued  to  carry  on  business  together  until  the  25th  of  De- 
cember, when  the  plaintiff  caused  the  defendant  to  be  served  with  the 
following  notice : — 

'  To  Mr.  William  Samuel  Gray. 

^'  I  hereby  dissolve  the  partnership  which  has  e^sted  between  us,  and 
been  carried  on  at  No.  1  High  Street,  Camden  Town,  under  the  style  or 
firm  of  Benham  &  Gray.    Dated,  this  25th  day  of  December,  1846. 

(Signed)  «  J.  H.  Bbnham." 

"Witness.     G.  Benham." 

On  the  2d  of  January,  1847,  the  defendant  went  to  the  premises,  and, 
finding  the  doors  locked,  broke  into  the  shop  and  counting-house  where 
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the  bosiness  had  been  carried  on, — ^for  which  trespass  the  present  action 
was  brought. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jnry  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  with  a 
*1401  ^^^^^^^S  damages ;  reserving  leave  to  the  ^defendant  to  move  to 
■^  enter  a  nonsuit  or  a  verdict  for  him,  if  the  court  should  think 
that  the  action  was  not  maintainable. 

Petersdarff  now  moved  accordingly.  No  doubt,  if  the  plaintiff  had 
been  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  rooms  at  the  time  the  alleged  tres- 
pass was  committed,  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable  in  this  action : 
but  the  question  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  bj  the 
evidence,  the  plaintiff  was  in  a  situation  to  assert  a  right  to  such  excln- 
sive  possession.  [Maulb,  J.  Is  that  question  raised  by  the  pleadings  ?] 
Not  possessed,  and  leave  and  license,  put  the  defendant  ih  precisely  the 
same  position  as  he  would  have  been  in,  before  the  new  rules,  under  a 
plea  of  not  guilty.  [Maule,  J.  Had  the  defendant  anything  more 
than  an  easement  of  conducting  the  business  on  the  premises,  arising  ont 
of  the  partnership  ?]  The  relative  rights  of  the  parties  must,  of  course, 
depend  upon  the  terms  agreed  upon  between  them :  but,  in  the  absence 
of  any  special  contract,  the  law  will  infer  a  right  in  both  partners,  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  in  which  the  business  is  carried  on,  until 
the  relation  is  legally  put  an  end  to.  Suppose  this  had  been  a  joinft 
holding  under  a  third  person  ?  [Maule,  J.  The  rooms  w^ere  Benham's, 
unless  the  partnership  made  them  Benham  k  Gray's.  Is  it  necessary  to 
infer  anything  more  than  that  Benham  permitted  the  business  of  the 
firm  to  be  carried  on  upon  the  premises,  until  the  partnership  should  be 
put  an  end  to  ?]  It  clearly  is  not  competent  to  one  partner  to  determine 
the  joint  occupation  by  a  notice  like  tUs.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  part- 
nership being  at  an  end,  the  joint  occupation  of  necessity  ceased.]  The 
plaintiff  could  not,  by  simply  dissolving  the  partnership,  convert  the 
.defendant  into  a  trespasser. 


* 


141] 


♦Wilde,  C.  J.     This  rule  is  moved  for  on  the  general  ground. 


that  a  partnership  existed,  or  had  existed,  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  which  gave  the  defendant  a  right  to  enter  the  pre- 
mises where  the  partnership  business  was  being  carried  on,  or  if  the 
partnership  was  determined,  gave  him  a  right  to  use  them  for  an  inde- 
finite time— or  so  long  as  any  partnership  matters  remained  unarranged. 
It  appears  that  there  had  been  negotiations  for  a  partnership  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant;  and,  though  the  ten)ist>f  the  partner- 
fihip  had  not  been  definitively  settled,  that  the  business  was  actually  com- 
menced, and  that  it  continued  to  be  carried  on  until  the  end  of  December, 
upon  the  premises  in  question.  Finding  that  they  could  not  go  on 
together,  the  plaintiff  then  gave  the  defendant  a  notice  to  determine  the 
connexion.  By  that  notice,  the  partnership,  so  far  as  any  had  existed, 
was  put  an  end  to.  The  premises  had  before  belonged  to  the  plaintiff. 
In  whom  did  they  vest  upon  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  ?   Why, 
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^etiij;  in  ike  former  owner.  Whatever  the  effeet  of  agreement  for  a 
partnership  might  be,  any  right  to  the  oocnpation  of  the  premises  wUd^ 
the  defendant  may  have  had,  ceased  upon  that  partnership  being  dissolved 
by  the  notice  given.  The  defence,  therefore,  whieh  has  been  set  np, 
irholly  fails.  ^ 

The  rest  of  the  conrt  concurring,  Role  refused. 


♦JONES  V.  SAWKINS.    Nov.  12.  [*142 

In  debt  for  um  and  occupation  of  certiun  rooms  of  the  plaintifT,  the  defendant  pleaded, — ^firat, 
that  the  plaintifiT,  during  the  continuance  of  the  demiee,  and  before  the  commencement  of  thp 
flint,  took  the  defendant's  goods  as  a  distress,  they  being  of  snflicient  value  to  satisfy  the  rent 
aod  tba  oosifl  of  the  distxeso,  d^.,  that  the  plaintiff  never  so^l  the  goodto,  bat  retained  Jbem 
until  jost  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  when  he,  with  the  assent  of  the  defendant,  re- 
CMved  and  accepted  them,  and  still  retained  them,  in  satiifaction,  &c. — Secondly,  that,  after 
At  aocrvingof  this  causes  of  action,  and  before  the  eoramencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
vrODgfnlly  seized  the  defendant's  goods,  being  of  value  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  thp 
causes  of  action,  and  retained  them  for  an  unreasonable  time,  to  wit,  &.C.,  and  converted 
tbsm ;  that  it  was,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and 

*  df  fondant ,  that,  for  the  termination  of  disputos  bttween  them  ooaoeniing  the  causes  of 
action  in  the  declaration,  and  claims  made  by  the  defendant  in  respect  of  the  seizure  an4 
conversion,  such  demands  and  rights  of  action  should  be  mutually  relinquished,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  should  retam  the  goods  as  a  final  settlement  in  luU  aatiafoction  and  discharge  of  the 
and  caaaea  of  action ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received,  and  still  retained,  thjS 
said  goods  in  such  full  satisfaction  and  discharge, — Thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff  wrongfully 
seized  the  defendant's  goods,  to  the  value  of  all  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  mentionedt 
aad  detained  the  goods,  for  an  unreasonable  time,  and  converted  them,  and  wrongly  dis- 
turbed the  defendant  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  the  rooms ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  desirous 
of  regaining  possession  of  the  rooms ;  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant, 
tlatt,  to  pat  an  end  to  disputes  in  reelect  of  the  causes  of  action  in  that  plea  mentioned,  aqd 
other  alleged  causes  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  they  should  mutually  relinquish 
their  claims,  that  the  pluntiff  should  retain  Oie  goods  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  his 
daim,  and  that  the  defendant  ahould  relinquiah  her  right  to,  and  give  up  poasession  of,  the 
noma,  and  should  be  discharged  by  the  plaintiff  firom  all  claims ;  and  that  the  defendant  ac- 
cordingly relinquished  her  claims,  and  gave  up  possession  during  the  tenancy,  and  the  plain- 
tiff resumed,  and  still  retained,  possession  of  the  rooms,  and  retained  the  goods  so  seized,  m 
stfiiiaction  and  diachaife  of  the  causes  of  action  r— 

Hdd,  that  the  pleas  were  good  pless  of  accord  and  satisfaction. 

UM,  also,  that  tbe  replications, — which,  in  substance,  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  seize 
or  detain  any  goods  of  the  defendant  of  sufficient  value  to  satisfy  the  rent  and  eosts,  or  of 
value  mfficient  for  a  foil  satiafection  and  dischaige.of  the  causes  of  aetion,— were  bad»  fs 
raising  an  immaterial  issue. 

Dbbt,  fcMT  the  use  and  oocnpation  of  certain  rooms  and  apartments  of 
the  plaintiir  by  the  defendant,  and  for  meat,  drink,  and  other  neoes- 


by  the  ^plaintiff  provided  for  the  defendant ;  with  ooonts  r^-iAo 
iSnr  m<«ey  paid,  and  for  money  fonnd  due  npon  an  account  ^ 
stated. 

The  defmidant  pleaded,  first,  never  indebted. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  causes  ojf  action  in  the  first  and  third  eoonts  of 
the  declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  6Z.,  parcel  of  the 
moneys  tiierein  mentioned,  that  she,  the  defendant,  used  and  occnpied 
the  said  rooms  and  i^partments  f<Mr  one  quarter  of  a  year,  to  wit,  firom 
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the  25tli  of  DeoMkber,  1844,  uUil  and  onto  the  25ih  of  Mvoh,  1846, 
imd«r  a  oertun  demise  thereof  before  then,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  made  to  her 
by  the  plaintiiF;  that  ia  to  say,  for  one  quarter  of  a  year,  and  bo  fr<»n 
quarter  to  quarter,  bo  long  as  Bhe  and  the  plaintiff  respeotively  should 
please,  and  at  the  quarterly  rent  of  62.,  payable  quarterly ;  that,  by 
reason  of  the  premises,  she  became  indebted  to  Uie  plaintiff  in  the 
said  sum  of  6Z.,  for  the  said  quarter  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  and  of  and 
oonceming  which  said  sum  the  account  in  the  last  count  above  men- 
tioned was,  as  to  so  much  thereof,  stated ;  that,  she  being  so  indebted, 
the  plaintiff,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise,  and  nearly  two 
years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  seised  and  took  and  detained,  as  a  distress  for  the  rent  so 
due,  certain  goods  of  the  defendant  liable  to  distress,  to  wit,  &c.  &o., 
then  being  in  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and  the  goods  so  seised 
being  of  sufBcient  value  to  satisfy  the  said  rent,  and  the  costs  and 
charges  of  the  distress,  sale,  and  appraisement,  and  out  of  which  goods 
so  seized  the  plaintiff  might  then  have  satisfied  the  said  rent,  costs,  and 
charges ;  but  that  he  had  never  sold  the  said  goods  as  a  distress,  aild 
had  retained  the  same  to  his  own  use  until  just  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &;c.,  when  he,  the  plaintiff,  with  the  assent  of  the 
defendant,  received  imd  accepted  the  said  goods,  and  had  always  thence- 
^^^M-.  forth,  with  the  assent  of  the  defendant,  ^retained  the  same,  in 
^  satbfaction  and  discharge  of  the  sum  of  6/.  in  the  introductory 
part  of  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  so  far  as  the  same  relate  to  the  said  sum  of  62^,  and 
also  of  all  the  costs  and  charges  attending  the  said  seizure — verification. 
Thirdly,  that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on 
the  1st  of  May,  1845,  the  plaintiff  wrongfully,  and  with  force  and  arms, 
seized,  took,  and  detained  divers  goods  of  the  defendant,  of  great  value, 
to  wit,  of  the  value  of  all  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to 
wit,  &c.  &c.,  the  same  being  of  value  much  more  than  sufficient  for  a 
fall  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  causes  of  action,  and  kept  and 
retained  the  same  for  a  long  and  unreasonable  time,  that  is  to  say,  for 
the  space  of  nearly  two  years  thence  next  ensuing,  and  wrongfully  con- 
Terted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use;  that  it  was  then,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afore- 
said, agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that,  for 
the  termination  of  dive^  disputes  and  differences,  and  mutual  claiins 
and  demands,  which  had  arisen  and  then  existed  between  them,  in 
respect  to  the  said  causes  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to 
certain  alleged  fights  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  regard 
to  the  said  seizure  and  conversion  of  the  goods,  that  the  said  demands, 
daima,  and  alleged  ri^its  of  action  shoold  be,  and  the  same  then  weie, 
nutually  and  reeiproeally  relinquished  and  fiNqgiven,  aad  that  the  plain- 
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tiff  BhoQld  retain  the  said  goods  as  a  final  setdement,  and  in  Ml  salia- 
faction  and  diseharge  of  all  claims  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant, 
and  of  the  said  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  then  received  and  accepted,  and  thence  had  continually  retained 
the  ^said  goods,  in  fnll  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  last-  riiL-tAfL 
mentioned  canses  of  action — yerification.  *- 

Foorthly,  as  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as  to 
parcel,  to  wit,  the  smn  of  6Z.,  parcel  of  the  moneys  in  the  first  and  third 
Qonnts  of  the  declaration,  that,  hefore  and  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the 
several  last-mentioned  canses  of  action,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  April,  1845, 
the  defendant  had  become  and  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  said 
rooms  and  apartments  in  the  said  fiijst  count  mentioned,  furnished  with 
the  furniture  therein  mentioned,  under  and  during  a  certain  tenancy, 
which  had  commenced,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  December,  1844,  to  wit,  a 
tenancy  for  one  month  thence  next  ensuing,  and  so  on  from  month  to 
month  so  long  as  she  and  the  plaintiff  respectively  should  please,  and 
at  a  certain  monthly  rent,  payable  monthly,  to  wit,  at  the  rate  of  12.  4«. 
a  montii,  and  under  which  said  tenancy,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  just  before  the  day  and  year  first  in  this  plea 
mentioned,  a  certain  sum,  parcel  of  the  money  in  the  said  first  count 
mentioned,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  Zl.  12«.,  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the 
said  causes  of  action  had  become  and  was  due  from  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  the  period  of  three  months  of  the  said 
tenancy,  then  expired  and  elapsed;  that,  during  such  tenancy,  and 
before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  day  just  before  the 
day  and  year  in  this  plea  first  aforesaid,  the  defendant  became  and  was 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain  sum,  the  residue  of  the  said  money 
in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  mentioned,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  2L 
8s.,  for  the  meat,  drink,  &c.,  and  other  necessaries  in  the  said  count 
mentioned  as  by  the  plaintiff  found  and  provided  for  the  defendant,  and' 
at  her  request ;  of  and  concerning  which  two  said  sums,  making  togethei^ 
the  said  money  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  '^'mentioned,  p«^^A 
the  account  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned  was,  as  to  so  much  ^ 
thereof,  stated ;  and  that  thereupon,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
die  suit,  and  after  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  said  two 
counts  mentioned,  and  during  the  said  tenancy,  and  just  after  the  expi-' 
ntion  of  the  said  first  three  months  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
in  this  plea  first  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  wrongfully,  with  force  and 
anas,  seiied,  took,  and  detained  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defend- 
ant, of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  amount  of  the  said  money  in  the  first 
count  menti(med,  to  wit,  &c.  &c.,  and  kept  and  detained  the  same  for  a 
long  and  unreasonable  time,  that  is  to  say,  for  nearly  two  years  thence 
next  ensuing,  and  converted  and  disposed  thereof  to  his  own  use,  and 
wrongfully  disturbed  and  disquieted  the  defendant  in  her  peaceable  pos- 
of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments  and  the  said  furniture ;  tiiat, 
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jttBt  after  ike  time  of  the  said  seudng  and  taking  of  the  said  gooda,  tho 
plaintiff  was  desirous  of  regaining  possession  of  the  said  rooms  and  iqMkrt- 
ments,  with  the  said  furniture,  and  thereupon,  and  then,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  after  the  accruing  of  the  said  last-men* 
tioned  causes  of  action,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that,  for  the  ter- 
mination of  divers  disputes  and  differences,  and  mutual  claims  and 
demands,  which  had  arisen,  and  then  existed,  between  them  in  respect 
to  the  said  causes  of  action  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  men- 
tioned, and  to  certain  alleged  rights  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  defend* 
ant  in  regard  to  the  said  seizing  and  taking  and  converting  of  her  said 
goods,  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  should,  and  they  then  did,  recipro- 
cally relinquish  their  said  alleged  rights  of  action,  and  all  their  said 
claims  and  demands,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  retain  the  said  goods 
^4Aw-t  ioi  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  his  claims  '^against  the 
-I  defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  should  then,  and  during  the 
said  tenancy,  leave  the  said  rooms  and  apartments^  and  relinquish  her 
right  thereto,  and  give  up  the  possession  thereof,  and  of  the  said  fiimi* 
ture,  and  that  she  should  be,  and  then  was,  discharged  by  the  plaintiff 
from  all  claims  on  his  part  against  her,  and  she  then  accordingly  did 
leave  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and  did  then  relinquish  her  right 
thereto,  and  did  give  up  the  possessicm  thereof,  and  of  the  said  furniture^ 
during  the  said  tenancy,  and  before  any  termination  thereof,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  first  in  this  plea  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiff  then 
resumed,  and  had  thenceforward  continually  retained  possession  there- 
of, and  had  thenceforward  continually  also  kept  and  retained  the  said  goods 
so  seized  and  taken  by  him,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said 
causes  of  action — verification. 

To  the  second  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  did  not 
seize,  take,  or  detain  as  a  distress  for  the  rent  in  the  said  second  plea 
mentioned,  any  goods  of  the  defendant  of  sufficient  value  to  satisfy  the 
said  rent,  and  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  distress,  sale,  and  appraise* 
ment,  or  out  of  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  satisfied  the  said  rent, 
costs,  and  charges,  modo  etfarmd — concluding  to  the  country. 

To  the  third  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  did  not  seize,  take,  or 
detain  any  goods  of  the  defendant  of  value  sufficient  for  a  fiill  satis&o- 
^on  and  discharge  of  the  said  causes  of  action  in  the  said  dedaration 
mentioned,  modo  etformd^-conclnding  to  the  country. 

To  the  fourth  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  he  did  not  seize,  take,  or 
detain  any  goods  or  chattels  of  the  defendant,  of  the  value  in  the  said 
fourth  plea  mentioned,  modo  e^/ormtf-*-ooncluding  to  the  country. 

To  these  replications  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  on  the  grounds^ 

^1481  ^^^'^S^^  others,  that  they  ^traversed  an  immaterial  allegattoBy 

-'  leaving  unanswered  the  real  defence^  viz.  the  receipt  and  accept* 
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ft&ee  of  tbe  goods  in  satisfaction ;  and  that  the  traverse  was  too  large. 
Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Rewy  in  support  of  the  demnrrers.  The  third  plea  is  substantially  a 
plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction.  It  states,  that  the  goods  were  originally 
detrained  for  rent,  that  they  were  of  value  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  arrears 
snd  costs,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  sell,  but  retained  the  goods  and  after- 
wards  accepted  them  in  satisfaction.  Whether  the  goods  originally  came 
to  the  plaintiff's  hands  as  a  distress,  or  whether  they  were  of  sufficient 
falue  to  countervail  the  arrears  of  rent  and  the  costs,  is  altogether  im- 
material. The  replication,  therefore,  which  seeks  to  put  in  issue  those 
matters,  which  are  mere  inducement,  is  clearly  bad.  Littleton  sayB(a) : 
"In  the  case  of  feoffiment  in  mortgage,  if  the  feoffor  payeth  to  the 
feoffee  a  horse,  or  a  cup  of  silver,  or  a  ring  of  gold,  or  any  such  other 
thing,  in  full  Satisfaction  of  the  money,  and  the  other  receiveth  it,  this 
n  good  enough,  and  as  strong  as  if  he  had  received  the  sum  of  money, 
though  the  horse  or  the  other  thing  were  not  of  the  twentieth  part  of  the 
value  of  the  sum  of  moneys  because  that  the  other  hath  accepted  it  in 
fcn  satisfaction."  The  point  wHS  recently  before  the  court  of  Exche- 
quer, in  a  case  of  Sibree  v.  Tripp^  16  M.  k  W.  28.  There,  to  an  action 
for  10007.  money  had  and  received,  and  lOOOZ.  due  on  an  account  stated, 
the  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  *500{.,  parcel  of  the  sums  in  those  two 
eounts  mentioned,  that  the  account  was  stated  of  and  concerning  the 
Said  sum  of  5007.,  parcel,  &c:.  In  the  fir0t  count  mentioned,  and  no  other ; 
that,  after  the  said  causes  of  action  a4M>se,  the  plaintiff  commenced, 
•in  the  Tolzey  court(i)  of  Bristol,  an  action  of  debt  for  the  rm-tAQ 
recovery  of  the  said  sums  of  5002.  and  5007.  ;{e)  that  the  defend-  ^ 
ant  disputed  the  debt,  and  denied'  that  he  owed  it;  and  thereupon,  to 
terminate  the  dispute  and  the  claim  and  demand  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
Ibally  to  determine  the  same,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  agreed  that 
the  action  should  be  settled  by  the  defendant's  making  and  delivering  to 
the  plaintiff  three  promissory  notes,  for  payment  to  the  plaintiff  or  order, 
of  the  sums  of  125L,  1257.,  and  502.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  accept 
and  receive  the  same  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  sums  of 
5002L  and  5007.(i^)  and  all  damages  and  costs,  and  that  the  plaintiff  should 
discontinue  the  action.  The  plea  then  averred,  that  the  defendant  made 
and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  such  promissory  notes,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff accepted  the  same  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  sums 
of  5007.  and  5007.((;)  and  the  damages  and  costs,  &c.  The  replication 
traversed  the  agreement  stated  in  the  plea.  It  was  held,  upon  a  motion 
for  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  non  olbstante  veredicto j  that  the  plea  was. a 
good  answer  to  the  action  in  point  of  law ;  for,  that  the  acceptance  of  a 
negotiable  security  may  he  in  law  a  satisfaction  of  a  debt  of  a  greater 

(a)  Section  344. 

(i)  Vide  Bruce  v.  Waii,  1  M.  &  G.  1.  3.  1  Scott,  N.  R.  81. 

^  So  in  iIm  f«piK,  not  MM  SOU.  as  before. 
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amount.  In  the  coarse  of  his  judgment  in  that  case,  Paree,  B.,  makes 
the  following  quotation  from  Co.  Litt.  212,  h:  "The  obligor  or  feoffor 
cannot,  at  the  time  appointed,  pay  a  lesser  sum  in  satisfaction  of  the 
whole,  because  it  is  apparent  that  a  lesser  sum  of  money  cannot  be  a 
satisfaction  of  a  greater ;  but,  if  the  obligee  or  feoffee  do  at  any  day 
receire  part,  and  thereof  make  acquittance  under  his  seal,  in  full  satis- 
faction of  the  whole,  it  is  sufficient,  by  reason  that  the  deed  amounted  to 
•1501   *^  acquittance  *of  the  whole."     In  Thurman  v.  Wild,  11  Ad.  k 

-'  E.  453,  8  P.  &  D.  289,  it  was  held,  that  where  the  defendant 
mtroduces  an  immaterial  averment  in  his  plea,  the  plaintiff  cannot,  in 
his  replication,  so  traverse  the  matters  of  the  plea  as  to  include  such 
immaterial  averment  in  the  issue.  Where,  therefore,  a  defendant  in 
trespass  pleaded  that  the  trespass  was  committed  by  command  of  P.  B., 
and  then  stated  an  executed  accord  between  the  plaintiff  and  P.  B., 
iirith  the  earuent  of  the  defendantj  and  acceptance  thereof  by  the  plaint- 
tiff  in  satbfaction  of  the  trespasses — ^it  was  held,  that  a  replication 
traversing  the  accord,  and  execution  thereof,  tcith  the  consent  of  the 
defendant^  was  bad  on  special  demurrer;  for,  that,  as  no  rights  of  the 
defendant  appeared  to  be  compromised  by  the  accord,  his  consent  was 
unnecessary.  In  Eden  v.  Turtle^  10  M.  k  W.  685,  in  assumpsit  by  the 
indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  that  he,  the  defendant,  being  indebted  to  J.  M.,  accepted  the 
bill,  and  delivered  it  to  the  drawer  for  a  special  purpose,  viz.  that  it 
might  be  discounted  by  him,  and  the  proceeds  paid  to  J.  M.  in  satisfaction 
of  the  debt :  the  plea  then  averred  that  the  drawer  held  the  bill  for  such. 
special  purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff  replied,  that  the  drawer  did  not  hold  the  bill  for  the  said  special 
purpose,  and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant.  It  was 
held  that  the  traverse  was  not  too  large.  But  Pabee,  B.,  said :  ^'  I 
quite  agree,  that,  if  the  effect  of  this  replication  were  to  compel  the 
defendant  to  prove  more  than  he  otherwise  would  have  been  boun4  to 
do  in  order  to  support  his  plea,  it  would  be  bad ;  and  the  whole  question 
comes  shortly  to  this — ^would  this  plea  be  supported  by  proof  that  the 
bill  had  been  delivered  to  Harrison  for  his  own  use,  or  for  the  use  of  the 
^511  *^®^<^°^^^^  generally,  or  to  pay  it  over  to  another  person,  or  for 

-^  any  other  purpose  than  that  of  getting  it  discounted,  as  alleged 
in  the  plea?  I  think  not;  for  the  plea  puts  forward  two  facts  as  neces- 
sary parts  of  the  defendant's  case,  viz.  first,  that  the  bill  was  delivered 
over  to  Harrison ;  and,  secondly,  that  it  was  so  delivered  for  the  special 
purpose  thereinafter  mentioned;  both  of  which  must,  of  course,  be 
proved,  in  order  to  make  out  the  plea.  If,  for  instance,  the  pr6of  were 
simply  that  the  bill  had  been  delivered  to  Harrison  to  hold  as  a  deposi- 
tary, for  no  particular  purpose,  or  such  like,  it  would  not  be  sufficient ; 
the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  go  furtfier,  and  show  that  it  was  with 
the  view  of  being  discounted  for  the  purpose  stated  on  the  record.'* 
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He  role  is  thus  laid  down  in  Stephen  on  Pleading  :(a)  ^^  As  a  traverse 
most  not  be  taken  on  an  immaterial  allegation,  so,  when  applied  to  an 
allegation  that  is  material,  it  ought  in  general  to  take  in  no  more  and  no 
leas  of  that  allegation  than  is  material.  If  it  involves  morCy  the  traverse 
18  said  to  be  too  large ;  if  &m,  too  narrow.  A  traverse  may  be  too 
large  bj  involving  in  the  issue,  quantity,  time,  place,  or  other  circum* 
stances,  which,  though  forming  part  of  the  allegation  traversed,  are 
immaterial  to  the  merits  of  the  cause."  Basan  v.  Arnold^  6  M.  &;  W, 
559,  is  an  instance  of  a  traverse  held  bad  for  being  too  large.  There, 
to  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  the 
defendant  pleaded,  that  after  the  indorsement,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  indorsed  and  delivered  the  bill  to  a  person 
whose  name  is  to  the  defendant  unknown;  and  the  defendant  then 
became,  and  still  is,  liable  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  said  person  to  whom 
it  was  so  indorsed,  and  who  from  the  time  of  that  indorsement  hitherto 
has  been,  and  still  is,  the  holder  ^thereof.  The  plaintiff  replied,  r:^252 
that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  ^ 
was,  and  stOl  Uj  the  holder  of  the  said  bill ;  without  this,  that  any  other 
person  U  the  holder  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  plea  alleged. 
And  it  was  held  that  the  replication  was  bad,  as  the  traverse  was  too 
large,  and  put  in  issue  the  plaintiff's  being  the  holder  of  the  bill,  not 
only  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  but  also  at  the  time 
of  the  plea  pleaded,  which  was  immaterial.  So,  in  Tempest  v.  KUner^ 
2  Man.,  6r.  &;  S,  300,  in  assumpsit  for  the  non-delivery  of  railway-shares 
pursuant  to  a  contract,  the  declaration  alleged  that  "  the  plaintiffs  had 
always,  from  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement,  been  ready  and 
willing  to  accept  the  transfer  of  the  shares,"  and  that,  ^'  although  the 
pluntiffs,  after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  for  the  transfer,  requested 
the  defendant  to  transfer  the  shares,  and  tendered  and  offered  to  pay 
for  the  same,"  &c.,  the  defendant  did  not  transfer,  &c.  The  defendant 
pleaded,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not,  alwayifr<yin  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  agreement,  ready  and  willing  to  accept  the  transfer,  &c.  And  it 
was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  traverse  was  too  large,  the  alle- 
gation of  time  in  the  declaration  being  divisible. 

The  replication  is  also  btfd,  as  involving  a  negative  pregnant.  It  admits 
that  the  plamtiff  did  take  the  goods,  though  not  of  the  value  alleged; 
the  value  being  immaterial :  Comyns's  Digest,  Tit.  Pleader,  (R.  5) :  ^^  In 
wiste  against  a  lessee  for  years,  if  the  defendant  pleads  that  he  did 
not  lease  for  yeare,  it  is  bad ;  for,  it  is  a  negative  pregnant.(i)  In  an 
action  against  an  innkeeper,  plea,  that  the  goods  were  not  stolen  through 
default  of  him  or  his  eervarUs,  is  bad ;  for,  it  is  a  negative  pregnant.(<?) 

(0)  3d  edit.  p.  244 ;  4th  edit.  p.  286. 

(h)  Citing  Kitchen,  232,  b  (Engliah  edition,  469),  which  cites  43  E.  3,  fo.  12.  (ma^9d  of  P. 
43  E.  3.  fi>.  13,  pi.  6.) 

(0  Citing  Kit.  233,  «  cEoglish  ediOiMi,  47<9,  which  diet  22  H.  6,  b,  22.  (M.  22  H.  6,  to. 
n,  22,  pL  38  J 
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^1531  ^^'  ^  ^^  aetion  for  *not  taking  eare  of  his  fire,  plea,  that  the 
*'  bouse  was  not  burnt  f&r  want  of  hia  good  carey  is  a  negatire 
|nregnant.(a)  So,  if  tbe  day  or  place  is  parcel  of  the  i8sae.(i)  In  debt 
on  a  bond  for  performance  of  a  covenant,  which  was,  that  he  would 
not  grant  without  the  plamtiff 's  consent,  if  the  defendant  pleads  that  he 
did  not  grant  without  the  plaintiff's  oonsentj  it  is  bad.((;)  In  trespass, 
the  defendant  justifies  )m  entry  bj  the  plaintiff's  license,  traverse,  qtu)d 
nan  intravit  per  licentiam  9t6am,  is  a  negative  pregnant.  "(^) 
'  Ltuhy  contrd*.  It  may  be  conceded  that  a  traverse  which  involves 
more  than  the  defendant  was  bound  to  prove,  would  be  bad.  The  second 
plea  professes  to  be  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction.  It  does  not,  how- 
ever, show  an  accord ;  or,  if  it  does,  it  shows  no  satisfaction.  It  alleges 
a  seizure  of  the  goods  as  a  distress,  that  they  were  of  sufficient  value  to 
satisfy  the  rent  and  costs,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  sold  the  goods, 
but,  with  the  defendant's  assent,  retained  them  in  satisfaction  of  the 
rent.  [Maule,  J.  It  alleges  an  acceptance  in  satisfaction,  with  the 
assent  of  the  owner.  Is  not  that  a  bar?]  The  plea  shows  no  agreement 
between  the  parties.  [Maule,  J.  The  acceptance  in  satisfaction  is  the 
material  part  of  the  plea.]  The  case  differs  from  that  of  a  delivery  of 
goods  to  one  who  has  no  prior  right  to  them.  [Maule,  J.  It  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  a  delivery.  The  plea  alleges  that  goods  of  the 
defendant  somehow  came  into  the  plaintiff's  hands,  and  that,  whilst  they 
were  in  his  hands,  the  plaintiff  accepted  them  in  satisfaction,  with  the 
assent  of  the  defendant.  The  latter  is  the  material  part  of  the  plea.] 
*1  'Ui  ^^®'®  *^®  goods  are  not  in  the  hands  of  the  *party,  the  delivery 
-^  is  a  consideration  for  the  accord  and  satisfaction.  That  is  a  very 
different  case  from  that  stated  in  the  plea,  where  the  plaintiff  had  the 
goods,  and  was  entitled  to  hold  them  till  paid.  [Maule,  J.  The  agree- 
ment is,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  have  the  rights  of  an  owner.  WiLdb, 
C.  J.  Why  may  not  that  be  a  good  consideration?  The  expense  of  a 
sale  is  avoided.]  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  second  plea 
amounts  to  a  plea  of  accord  and  satisfaction,  it  cannot  be  contended 
that  the  replication  is  good. 

The  third  and  fourth  pleas  are  clearly  bad.  They  allege  nothing  more 
than  an  accord  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  shall  be  quit  of  the 
claims  of  each  other.  In  Comyns's  Digest,  Tit.  Accord  (B.  1),  it  is 
said:  ^^An  accord  that  makes  a  plea  good,  must  be  in  full  satisfaction 
of  the  thing  demanded.  And  therefore,  if  the  defendant  plead  an 
accord  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  that^  if  he  did  his  endeavour  to 
reconcile  the  plaintiff  and  a  strangery  then^  &c.,  it  is  not  good ;  for  his 


(a)  Citing  Kit.  233,  a,  b  (English  edition,  470),  which  cites  28  H.  6,  fo.  8.  fiiutead  of  P.  28 
.6,  fo.7,pl.7.) 
(6)  Citing  2  Ley.  11. 
{e)  Citing  Cro.  Jac.  560. 

{di  Citing  Cro.  Jac.  87.    Query,  whether  entry ^  which  was  alleged  in  the  declaration  and 
confessed  by  the  plea,  was  properly  treated  as  incloded  in  the  traverse. 
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oidMToar  18  BO  8ati8faeti<m  to  the  pkimti£(a)  So,  in  an  action  upon 
the  statate  of  Bichard  2,  for  a  forcible  entry,  if  the  defendant  plead  an 
aeeord  that  the  plaintiff  should  re-^nUr  and  have  hi$  eharter%  re-delivered 
Iky  the  defendant^  it  ia  not  good ;  for,  the  re-delivery  to  the  plaintiff  of 
hifl  own  charters  ia  not  any  satisfaction  for  his  precedent  tortious 
entry .(5)  So,  in  trespass,  if  the  defendant  plead  an  accord,  that  the 
platnHff  should  have  hie  cattle  again:{€)  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
ehauld  be  quit  of  aetione  against  each  other.'\d)  These  pleas,  it  is  true, 
go  on  to  aUege  an  ^agreement  that  the  plaintiff  should  retain  the  r*i  55 
goods  in  satisfaction;  but  that  carries  the  case  no  further. 
[WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  pleas  allege  the  seizure  to  have  been  mrongful;  and 
therefore  the  defendant's  property  in  them,  which  she  agreed  to  relin- 
quish, was  still  subsisting.] 
I^er  curiam*  Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

fa)  Citiiig  I  Ron.  Abr.  128,  1, 15  (translated,  1  Vin.  Abr.  122,  pL  2),  which  cites  Fitdi. 
Abr.  15  H.  6,  tit.  Actardt  pi.  1. 

09  Citing  1  RoU.  Abr.  128, 1, 25  (translated,  1  Vin.  Abr.  132,  pi.  4),  which  cites  9  £.  4,  fo. 
19,  Dyer,  356,  a,  Pbwd.  C^m.  5,  b. 

(c)  Citing  1  Roll.  Abr.  128, 1,  35  (1  Vin.  Abr.  123,  pi.  7). 

(d)  Citing  1  RoU.  Abr.  128;  1, 40  (1  Vin.  Abr.  123,  pi.  8),  which  refers  to  Damu  t.  Oakham, 
decided  in  H.  T.  1650  (S.  C.  Style's  Rep.  245),  and  cites  9  £.  4,  fi>.  8  b,  fo.  11  b,  and  i 
Lttiw.  57. 


Ex  parte  JOHN  NESS.    Nov.  12. 

Tlie  eoort  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  senior  master  as  to  the  entry  of  partienlars  of  a  jndg- 
inent,  for  the  purpoee  of  charging  lands  nnder  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  19. 
The  master  most  act  upon  his  own  discretion. 

JuDGMSNT  having  been  recovered  on  the  11th  of  August  last,  in  an 
action  brought  in  the  Exchequer  by  John  Ness  against  George  Burdis, 
one  of  the  registered  public  officers  of  The  North  of  England  Joint-Stock 
Banking  Company^  and  the  plaintiff  being  desirous  of  charging  with  this 
judgment,  under  the  provisions  of  the  7  6.  4,  c.  46,  the  real  estate  of 
one  James  Sanderson,  who,  it  was  sworn,  was  a  member  of  the  copart- 
nership at  the  time  such  judgment  was  obtained, — application  was  made 
to  the  senior  master  of  this  court,  to  register  the  judgment,  pursuant  to 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  13,  which  enacts,  "  that  no  judgment  of  any 
of  the  superior  courts,  &e.,  shall,  by  virtue  of  this  act,  affect  any  lands, 
fcc,  as  to  purchasers,  mortgagees,  or  creditors,  unless  and  until  a  memo- 
randum or  minute,  containing  the  name,  and  the  usual  or  last  place  of 
abode,  and  the  title,  trade,  or  profession,  of  the  person  whose  estate  is 
intended  to  be  affected  thereby,  and  the  court,  and  the  title  of  the  cause 
or  matter,  in  which  such  judgment,  de(»ree,  order,  or  rule,  shall  have 
been  obtained  or  made,  and  the  date  of  such  judgment,  &c.,  and  the 
amount  of  the  debt,  damages,  costs,  or  ^moneys  thereby  recovered  r»i  eg 
or  ordered  to  be  paid,  shcdl  be  left  with  the  senior  master  of  the  '- 

VOL.  V. — ^14 
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€Ottrt  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  who  shall  forthwith  enter  the 
same  particulars  in  a  book,  in  alphabetical  order,  by  the  name  of 
the  person  whose  estate  is  intended  to  be  affected  by  such  judgment,"  ke. 

The  master  having  declined  to  make  the  required  entry,  without  the 
sanction  of  the  court, 

Manisty  now  moved  for  an  order  upon  the  master  to  make  such  entry. 
A  judgment  against  the  public  officer  enuring  as  a  judgment  against  every 
individual  member  of  the  copartnership,  by  the  7  G.  4,  c.  46,  s.  12,  would, 
where  duly  docketed  prior  to  the  statute  2  4;  8  Vict.  c.  11,  ss.  1,  2, — 
for  which  docketing  the  register  now  in  question  is  substituted, — affect 
the  lands  of  every  member  at  the  time  of  the  judgment.  But  the  benefit 
of  that  charge  will  be  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  if  he  is  prevented  from  availing 
himself  of  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  ss.  18, 19.  [Maulb, 
J.  The  last-mentioned  section  seems  to  give  the  master  no  option :  he  is 
directed  to  enter  the  particulars  forthwith.  Wildb,  G.  J.  Is  this  a 
matter  in  which  the  comrt  has  power  to  interfere  7]  Probably  not,  in  the 
ordinary  way.  An  intimation  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  the  court,  is  all 
that  is  required.    [Mauls,  J.   That  would  be  extra-judicial.] 

Wilde,  C.  J.  No  order  that  we  could  make  in  this  case  would  be  any 
justification  to  the  master.  He  must  look  at  the  act,  and  exercise  his 
own  discretion.  Neither  can  we  advise.  The  duty  of  registering  judg- 
ments might  have  been  cast  upon  some  other  person  than  an  officer  of 
this  court. 

Maulb,  J.    Possibly,  the  only  remedy,  where  the  officer  refuses,  upon 
*1  ^571  ^^sufficient  grounds,  to  give  effect  *to  the  statute,  may  be  by  man- 
^  damns.     But  we  certainly  have  no  power  to  interfere. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Manisty  took  nothing.(a) 

(a)  The  master,  upon  reconsideration,  made  the  required  entry. 

And  see  Ex  parte  Sir  P.  fl.  Fleetuiood,  4  M.  &  G.  640,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  184.  There  certain 
bonds  giTen  to  secure  an  adyance  of  Exchequer  bills  in  aid  of  certain  public  works,  under  the 
statutes  enabling  the  commissioners  in  that  behalf,  having  been  paid  off,  the  court, — upon  affi- 
davits stating  the  facts,  and  also  stating,  that,  by  reason  of  the  abolition  of  the  pipe-office,  a 
quietut  pursuant  to  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  9,  could  not  be  obtained,  and  upon  the  production 
of  the  consent  of  the  attorney-general  on  behalf  of  the  crown,-— ordered  that  the  senior  master 
should  make  a  memorandum  or  minute  in  the  index  to  debtors  and  accountants  to  the  crown, 
that  the  said  bonds  (particulars  of  which  had  been  entered  therein  by  him  pursuant  to  the  2  d&  3 
Vict.  c.  11,  s.  8)  had  been  satisfied. 


HERAUD  V.  LEAF.    Nov.  16. 

Certain  persons,  of  whom  the  defendant  was  one,  associated  themselves  together  for  the  publi- 
cation of  a  periodical  work,  under  certain  regulations,  one  of  which  vras-^at  a  committee 
(naming  them)  "  should  assist  the  editor  in  promoting  the  prosperity  and  eircnlation  of  the 
work,  in  obtaining,  oifar  a$poi$iUe  without  tgj>m$t,  literary  contributions,  and,  in  all  such 
matters  connected  with  the  work  as  the  editor  might  require,  aid  in,  but  not  interfere  with, 
the  editorial  department  :'*— HeM,  that  this  gave  no  authority  to  one  member  of  the  com- 
mittee, to  contract  for  articles  to  he  paid /off  so  as  to  charge  the  proprietors. 

Assumpsit,  for  work  and  labonr,  and  for  money  fonnd  due  upon  an 
account  stated.    Plea  non  assumpsit. 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltmah,  J.,  at  the  last  cnunmer  asiia^ 
for  the  county  of  Surrey.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  46/.,  for 
articles  written  for  and  published  in  a  periodical  work,  called  The  New 
Quarterly  Foreign  and  Colonial  Beview,  of  which  the  defendant  was  a 
proprietor.    It  appeared  that  the  work  was  first  ^established  in 


the  year  1843,  and  was  conducted  under  a  series  of  rules  and 
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regulati<ms,  amongst  others,  as  follows : — 

*'  4.  That  the  financial  department  of  the  review  be  conducted  by  a 
e(»nmittee  of  six  persons  (whose  names  were  given,  three  of  them  being 
the  defendant,  a  Mr.  Powell,  and  Dr.  Worthington),  and  that  the 
accounts  be  annually  submitted  to  a  general  meeting  of  shareholders. 

^&.  That  the  editorial  department  be  confided  to  the  Rev.  D.  Worth- 
ington, D.  D.,  of  Trinity  College,  Camlnidge,  with  all  the  authority 
vsualfy  vested  in  an  editor,  of  accepting,  rejecting,  or  modifying  such 
articles  as  shall  be  submitted  to  him. 

*^6.  That  all  articles  for  intended  insertion  in  the  review,  when 
accepted  by  the  editor,  be  paid  for,  if  required,  at  the  rate  of  8/.  per 
sheet  of  sixteen  octavo  pages,  and  that  such  payment  be  made  witiuA 
fifteen  days  from  the  publication.  ^ 

f  *^  7.  That  the  committee  of  six  above  named  (in  the  4th  rule)  shall 
assist  the  editor  in  promoting  the  prosperity  and  circulation  of  the' 
review,  in  obtaining,  a$  far  as  poniNe  mthotU  txpen^e^  literary  con- 
tributions, and,  in  sll  such  matters  connected  with  the  review  as  the 
editor  may  require,  aid  in,  iut  no^  iwUrfer^  irftA,  the  editorial  depart- 
ment" 

After  its  commencement,  the  plaintiff  occasionally  supplied  articles  for 
the  review,  for  which  he  had  been  paid.  In  the  year  1845,  howev^,  he 
sent  in  an  article  on  the  philosophy  of  Des  Cartes,  which  Dr.  Worthing- 
ton rejected,  at  the  same  time  expressing  his  determination  not  to 
receive  any  more  contributions  from  tiie  plaintiff.  Since  that  time,  three, 
articles  written  by  the  plaintiff  had  appeared  in  the  review.  These 
articles  (which  were  the  subject  of  the  present  action)  had  been  for- 
warded to  the  editor  by  Mr.  Powell.  Dr.  Worthington,  who  was  called 
as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  stated  that  they  *were  given  to 


him  by  Powell  as  gratuitous  contributions,  Powell  representing 
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one  of  them  to  be  the  production  of  a  foreign  gentlemen ;  that  he  (Dr* 
Worthington)  thought  they  were  Powell's  o?m ;  and  that,  had  he  sus- 
pected the  plaintiff  to  be  tiie  author,  he  would  not  have  admitted  them* 
Powell,  who  was  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  hadi 
reerived  the  articles  upon  the  express  understanding  that  they  were  to 
be  paid  for,  if  inserted ;  and  denied  having  given  them  to  the  editor  as 
gratoitoas  contributions:  but  he  admitted  that  he  had  concealed  the 
name  of  the  author. 
It  was  submitted,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  Powell  had  no 
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power  to  oontraot  for  articles  to  be  paid  for,  so  as  to  bind  the  pro- 
prietors. 

The  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  Powell  was  acting  aa  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiff:  and  he  left  it  to  the  jury  to  saj  whether  the  articles  in 
question  had  not  been  furnished  to  the  editor  gratoitoosly,  and  whether 
there  had  not  been,  what,  in  law,  would  be  considered  as  a  fraud  on  the 
part  of  Powell,  in  concealing,  under  the  circumstances,  the  name  of  the 
author.  And,  in  answer  to  a  question  from  the  jury,  he  observed  that 
one  proprietor  had  no  right,  without  the  assent  of  the  editor,  to  procure 
articles  to  be  written  for  payment. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Sheey  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Ogle)^  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 
There  was  no  pretence  for  saying  that  Powell  was  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, or  for  charging  the  latter  with  Powell's  concealment  of  the  author- 
ship. The  7th  rule  authorised  Powell,  as  a  mraiber  of  the  committee, 
to  obtain  literary  contributions  for  the  work — ^with  the  single  restriction, 
that  this  was  to  be  done  as  far  as  possible  without  expense,  and  witiiout 
^^^^-  interfering  with  the  ^editorial  department.  [Maulb,  J.  Is  it 
-^  not  interfering  with  the  editorial  department  to  conceal  from 
the  editor  a  fact  that  might  aid  him  in  coming  to  a  determination  as  to 
the  propriety  of  omitting  or  inserting  the  articles  tendered  ?]  It  cannot 
be  supposed  that  the  committee  were  to  be  mere  ciphers.  There  was 
no  evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  cognisant  of  tixe  rules  und^r 
which  the  review  was  conducted.  Our*  adv.  imft. 

WrtiDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  This  was  an 
action  brought  to  recover  compensation  for  certain  literary  articles 
supplied  to,  and  published  in  a  review,  of  which  the  defendant  was 
one  of  the  proprietors.  It  appeared  tiiat  the  work  had  been  estab- 
lished by  certain  persons,  of  whom  the  defendant  was  one ;  and  that 
the  proi^rietors  had  adopted  certain  rules  and  regulations  for  its  con«- 
duct  and  management — one  of  those  rules  being,  that  a  certain  number 
of  their  body  should  act  as  a  committee,  and  ^  should  assist  the  editor 
in  promoting  the  prosperity  and  circulation  of  the  review,  in  obtaining, 
as  far  as  possible  without  expense,  literary  contributions,  and,  in  all 
such  matters  connected  with  the  review  as  the  editor  might  require, 
aid  in,  but  not  interfere  with  the  editorial  department."  The  articles 
which  form  the  subject  of  the  present  action  were  handed  to  the  editor. 
Dr.  Worthington,  by  a  Mr.  Powell,  a  member  of  that  committee,  and 
were  inserted  in  the  review  by  the  editor,  in  ignorance  of  thdor  author^ 
ship.  Powell,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  stated  that 
he  had  received  the  articles  from  the  plaintiff  upon  the  understandmg 
that  they  were  to  be  paid  for,  if  used.  The  editor,  on  the  other  hand, 
who  was  called  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  stated  that  he  received 
them  as  gratuitous  contributions,  and  on  Powell's  representation,  as  to 
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one  of  tbem  at  least,  that  it  was  tl^  work  of  a  foreign  ^gentleman ;  r*i « 
and  that,  had  he  known  they  were  the  plaintiff's,  he  would  not  '- 
hare  inserted  them.  It  appeared  that  the  editor  had  rejected  s(Kne 
fpimer  artiele  of  the  plaintiff's,  on  the  ground  of  its  objectionable  ten- 
dency. It  was  insbted,  on  the  part  of  the  phiintiff,  that  Powell  had,  as 
a  memb^  of  the  committee,  authority  to  bind  the  proprietors  of  the 
renew  to  pay  for  articles  procured  by  him.  That  questicm  depending 
upon  a  written  instrument,  the  construction  of  which  was  for  the  judge, 
my  brother  Coj/tmak  held  that  such  was  not  the  fair  and  legitimate 
meaning  of  the  rule.  It  is  now  objected  that  the  view  taken  by  the 
learned  judge  was  net  correct;  and  that  the  true  effect  of  the  rule  was, 
to  authorise  each  member  of  the  committee  to  contract  for  paid  contri- 
butions, if  they  were  unable  to  obtain  them  gratuitously.  We,  however, 
think  that  the  proper  construction  was  that  adopted  by  my  brother  Colt* 
UASy  and,  consequently,  that  there  was  no  nusdirection.  It  was  left  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  the  articles  were  supplied  to  the  editor  as  gra- 
tuitous oontributions.  The  jury  found  that  they  were:  and  we  see  no 
reason  to  find  fault  with  their  verdict.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  what 
wu  the  effect  of  the  suppression  by  Powell  of  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's 
bemg  the  author  of  the  articles.  There  was,  in  this  case,  something 
more  than  suppression.  There  was  evidence — as  to  one  of  them — ^that 
it  was  represented  by  Powell  to  be  the  production  of  a  foreign  gentleman ; 
such  representation  being  probably  made  to  avert  a  suspicion  of  the  real 
authorship.  We,  therefore,  think  the  jury  were  well  warranted  in  find- 
ing—even  if  they  thought  the  articles  were  received  by  Powell  on  the 
terms  of  payment— that  they  were  received  under  such  circumstances  as 
would  have  avoided  the  contract  Bule  refused. 
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Tkii  ooart  has  no  power  to  imae  a  prohibition  to  the  judge  of  a  county  court,  in  a  matter  that 
is  within  his  jurisdiction. 

Where,  therefcre,  the  judge  of  a  county  court  gsfo  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  notwithstandmg 
that,  at  tho  trial,  the  defendants  plea,  that  judgment  had  ahready  been  obtained  and  eze- 
cation  executed  against  him  in  another  inferior  court,  in  an  action  brought  in  the  latter  court 
apon  the  same  cause  of  action,  was  admitted  to  be  true,— this  court  declined  to  interfere. 

Thb  defendant,  having  heen  summoned  to  the  new  county  court  for 
Osmbridgeshirey  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  stated,  when  before  that  court,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
already  recovered  a  judgment  against  him  in  an  action  for  the  same 
debt,  in  the  borough  court  of  Cambridge,  and  that  his  goods  had  been 
seised  and  sold  under  that  judgment ;  and  the  plaintiff  who  was  present, 
admitted  such  statement  to  be  true.  Judgment  was,  notwithstanding, 
pronounced  for  the  plaintiff. 

21  JT.  Jfajfl^  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi,  for  a  prohibition  to  restrain 
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the  county  court  from  isstung  execution  npon  tliis  judgment.  The 
matter  being  res  judicata^  the  judge  of  the  county  court  had  no 
jurisdiction.  Prohibition  lies  in  all  cases  where  an  inferior  court 
exceeds  its  jurisdiction,  or  does  anything  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the 
superior  courts ;  as,  for  instance,  where  an  ecclesiastical  court  requires 
two  witnesses,  when  one  is  enough,  and  the  like.  And  it  lies  after  judg- 
ment :  Gould  V.  tapper  J  5  East,  845, 1  J.  P.  Smith,  528.(a)  [Maule^  J. 
How  much  of  the  demand  was  satisfied  by  the  judgment  in  the  borough 
court  ?]  That  did  not  appear.  [Maule,  J.  How  can  it  be  said  that 
the  judge  had  no  jurisdiction  ?]  Undoubtedly  he  had  jurisdiction  in  the 
matter  at  first,  but  his  jurisdiction  ceased  when  the  defendant's  plea  was 
admitted  to  be  true. 

*1631  *^^^^9  C.  J.  I  do  not  perceire  any  part  of  the  case  in 
*'  which  it  can  be  said  that  the  judge  was  acting  beyond  his  juris- 
diction. Whether  the  plea  was  good  or  bad,  was  a  matter  of  law,  which 
he  was  bound  to  decide ;  and  his  decision  was  final.  A  mistake  in  that 
respect  would,  ordinarily  speaking,  be  matter  of  error;  but  the  act 
creating  these  county  courts  has  taken  away  that  form  of  remedy. 
There  is  no  ground,  therefore,  for  granting  a  prohibition,  which  lies 
only  where  the  inferior  court  has  assumed  to  act  without  or  beyond  its 
jurisdiction. 

CoLTMAK,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case  of  prohibition  to 
an  ecclesiastical  court  is  altogether  d^erent.  The  judges  of  the  spiritual 
courts  do  not  proceed  according  to  the  common  law. 

Maule,  J.  This  might  have  been  error,  if  the  writ  of  error  had  not 
been  taken  away  in  these  cases;  and  that  shows  that  it  is  not  ground  for 
a  prohibition. 

v.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  ground  of  this 
application  is  neither  more  nor  less  than  that  the  judge  of  the  county 
court,  in  deciding  what  it  was  competent  to  him  to  decide,  has  made  a 
mistake  in  point  of  law ;  and  that  clearly  is  not  a  case  in  which  prohi- 
bition lies.  I  am  by  no  means  satisfied,  however,  that  there  has  been 
any  mistake  here.    The  affidavit  does  not  disclose  all  the  facts. 

Rule  refused.(i) 

(a)  And  aee  HMuk  t.  The  UnvfenUy  ^  CawAridge,  1  Q.  B.  593, 1  Gale  &  D.  100;  Tht 
Dtan  of  York,  m  re,  2  Q.  B.  1 ;  F.  N.  B.  46. 

(b)  Satisfaction  not  being  alleged,  the  plea  amounted  to  a  plea  of  judgment  reooyered  in  an 
inferior  court  of  record.  And  aee  Ltmi  t.  HmU^  Cro.  Jae.  S84;  Atkm»m  t.  fTMAam,  8 
Lev.  93;  Lord  Bagot  t.  William,  3  B.  &  C.  835,  5  D.  &  R.  87;  SmiUk  t.  WUim,  Chitt. 
Plead.  6th  edit.  478  (e). 
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"^BAfiNES  and  Another  v.  ATTWOOD.    Nov.  20.      [*164 

The  muter  liaving,  upon  the  taxation  of  the  plaintifla'  costs,  been  induced  by  false  affidavits 
to  aUow  •  large  ram  as  the  fees  and  expenses  to  commissioners  named  in  a  commission  for 
the  examination  of  witnesses,  which  sum,  it  was  suggested,  had  not  been  paid, — the  coort 
referred  it  back  to  the  master  to  inquire,  by  such  means  as  he  should  think  fit,  what  sums 
had  aetnally  been  paid,  and  to  review  the  taxation,  if  necesaary. 

GHANNELLy  Serjt.y  in  Trinity  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  attorney  to  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be 
referred  to  the  master  to  inquire,  by  such  means  as  he  should  think  fit, 
as  to  the  sums  that  had  been  paid  to  the  commissioners  named  in  the 
oommissions  issued  in  these  causes ;  and  why  the  master  should  not  be 
at  liberty  to  reyiew  his  taxation  of  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  these  causes 
in  respect  thereof,  if  he  should  deem  it  necessary. 

The  motion  was  founded  upon  affidavits,  sworn  by  the  secretary  of  tlie 
company  and  by  two  clerks  of  the  defendant's  attorneys,  which  stated, 
in  substance,  that  these  actions  were  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  respec- 
tiyely  against  the  defendant  as  chairman  of  The  Wexford  and  Valencia 
Railway  Company,  for  work  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  preparing  the  surveys  and  books  of  reference,  &c.,  and  service  of 
notices,  to  enable  the  company  to  go  to  parliament  to  obtain  an  act  for 
making  their  proposed  railway;  that  an  agreement  for  settlement  of  the 
said  actions  was  come  to  in  June  last,  on  payment  by  the  defendant  of 
17502.,  and  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client;  that  one  Haynes,  the 
managing  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  attended  the  taxation  of  such 
costs,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  bill  of  costs  in  the  first  action 
amounted  to  884Z.  17«.  4(2.,  and  that  in  the  second  to  831Z.  48. 8d.,  from 
irhich  was  deducted  on  taxation  3532.  15s.  &d.  and  1612.  6«.  2i.,  leaving 
a  balance  of  7012.  Os.  7c2.,  which  was  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  attor- 
ney ;  that,  in  the  bill  delivered  in  '*'the  first  action,  the  sum  of 
1892.  8«.  8(2.,  and  in  that  delivered  in  the  second  action,  592. 178. 
was  charged  aa  paid  to  Thomas  Lord  for  his  fees  and  expenses  as  a  com- 
aussioner  named  in  a  commission  issued  for  the  examination  of  witnesses 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  Ireland ;  and  to  Haynes,  who  was  also 
one  of  the  commissioners,  for  his  fees  and  expenses,  1782. 8«.  8(2.,  in  the 
first  action,  and  562.  148.  in  the  second ;  that  the  affidavits  of  increase 
used  before  the  master  on  the  taxation  were  made  by  Haynes,  who  had 
the  conduct  of  the  causes,  and  by  one  Jones  and  one  Cannan,  clerks,  to 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney ;  that  Cannan,  in  his  affidavit,  swore  that  he  had 
paid  to  Lord  and  to  Haynes  respectively  the  several  sums  alleged  in  the 
bills  to  have  been  paid  to  them,  for  their  respective  fees  and  expenses  as 
such  commissioners;  that  Lord  had  since  (viz.  in  November  last)  in- 
fonned  the  deponents  (which  information  they  believed  to  be  tswt)  that 
he  had  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs'  attorney  to  act  as  commissioner  far 
ogenejffee$j  but  that  he  had  only  received  501.  in  the  whole ;  the  sums 
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mentioned  in  Cannan's  affidavit  as  paid  to  him  never  having  been  really 
paid,  but  checks  having  been  handed  to  him  for  those  sums  respectively^ 
npon  an  understanding  that  they  should  not  be  presented  for  payment, 
and  which  had  been  refused  payment,  when  subsequently  pesented  by 
him ;  and  that,  on  the  taxation,  the  master  had  allowed  lOOL  each,  as 
and  for  the  fees  and  expenses  pud  to  Lord  and  Haynes. 

The  motion  also  prayed  the  refunding  of  the  money,  and  an  inquiry 
into  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney;  but,  upon  these  points,  no 
rule  was  granted. 

W.  H.  Watson  now  showed  cause,  upon  affidavits  by  the  idainttfh' 
attorney,  Haynes,  Gannan,  and  two  other  clerks  in  the  office  of  Ae 
plaintiffs'  attorney,  denying  that  there  had  been  any  understanding  or 
*1f)R1  ^S^®^°^^^^  *with  Lord  that  the  checks  should  not  be  presented 
-'  for  payment,  and  alleging  that  they  were  given  in  p^ect  good 
faith,  and  would  have  been  paid  if  duly  presented,-^Haynes  stating,  that 
he  handed  the  checks  to  Gannan,  and  the  latter,  that  he  gave  them  to 
Lord  in  payment  of  his  fees  and  expenses.  The  plaintifis'  attorney  abo 
deposed  that  he  had  paid  to  Lord,  on  account  of  his  fees  and  expenses 
as  commissioner,  by  the  hands  of  Haynes,  his  managing  clerk,  102/. 
158.,  viE.  87/.  in  cash,  and  15/.  15«.  by  setting  off  a  debt  previously  due 
from  Lord  to  him,  and,  subsequentiy,  the  further  sum  of  86/.,  in  settle- 
ment of  actions  brought  against  him  by  Lord  upon  the  two  checks.  Lord 
likewise  made  an  affidavit,  generally  denying  ihe  statements  imputed  to 
him  in  the  affidavits  upon  which  the  rule  was  founded,  and  swearing  that 
bis  reason  for  not  presenting  the  checks  immediately,  was,  that  he  had 
ulready  received  money  on  account,  and  that  he  waited  to  see  what  sum 
would  be  allowed  by  the  master.  It  further  appeared  from  these  affida> 
vits,  that  the  defendant  had,  in  Hilary  term  last,  made  an  unsuccessful 
littempt  to  obtain  a  reviewal  of  the  taxation. 

All  the  facts  that  are  now  deposed  to  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
were  known  to  the  parties  upon  whose  affidavits  this  motion  rests,  when 
the  abortive  attempt  was  made  in  Hilary  term  last  to  obtain  a  rule  to 
review  the  taxation,  [Mavle,  J.  The  deponents  are  not  the  parties  to 
make  the  application.]  One  of  tiiem  is  the  secretary  of  the  company, 
und  the  others  are  clerks  in  the  office  of  the  defendant's  attorneys. 
[WiLDB,  G.  J.  It  being  suggested  that  the  master  has  been  improperly 
induced  to  allow  larger  sums  than  have  been  actually  paid  to  the  com- 
missioners, by  means  of  affidavits  which  are  alleged  to  be  false,  is  it  not 
fitting  that  the  matter  should  be  investigated?]  The  primd  fade 
case  of  suspicion  is  entirely  answered  by  the  affidavits  now  filed  on 
*1671  *^^^  P^^  ^^  ^^^  plaintiffii.  There  is,  therefore,  no  i^etence  for 
"■  any  further  inquiry. 

ChanneUj  Beijt.,  in  support  of  his  rule,  submitted  that  the  whole 
transaction  was  so  replete  with  suspicion,  that  the  court  could  not,  in 
justice  to  its  own  officer,  withhold  the  inquiry  prayed. 
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WiLBB,  C.  J.  This  rale  prays  that  it  may  be  referred  to  the  master 
to  inquire,  by  snch  means  as  he  shdl  think  fit,  as  to  the  soms  that  hare 
been  piud  to  the  commissbners  named  in  the  commissions  issued  in  these 
cansea ;  and  that  the  master  may  be  at  liberty  to  review  his  taxation  of 
At  plaintiffs'  costs  in  these  causes  in  respect  thereof,  if  he  shall,  in  the 
reaolt,  deem  it  necessary.  It  is  well  known  that,  upon  every  taxation 
of  coats,  the  master  requires  a  positive  affidavit  that  the  several  sums 
that  are  represented  to  have  been  paid,  have  really  been  paid.  If  he 
were,  in  the  first  instance,  to  go  into  any  nnnre  minute  inquiry,  great 
expense  and  great  delay  would  necessarily  be  entailed  upon  the  parties. 
He  must,  therefore,  deaMng  with  the  materials  that  are  before  him,  be 
content  to  act  upon  the  positive  affidavit,  which,  besides  the  fact  deposed 
to,  involves  the  tkssertion  of  the  office  of  the  court — ^the  attorney — ^that, 
in  his  judgment,  the  payments  were  such  as  ought  reasonably  to  have 
been  made ;  and,  although  that  is  not  to  bind  the  master,  it  necessarily 
must  eomewhat  influence  him  in  the  ezerdse  of  his  discretion.  The  btils 
of  eoets  m  this  case  charge  certain  sums  as  fees  and  expenses  of  coa- 
Bussion^ti  appfHuted  to  perform  the  responsible  duty  of  examining  wit- 
ncooeo :  and  there  is  a  positive  oath  that  those  sums  have  been  actually 
paid.  The  master,  exercising  his  judgment  upon  the  materials  then 
before  him,  makes  a  certain  allowance.  The  ground  of  the  present 
motion  is,  that  the  payments  "^so  alleged  and  so  sworn  to  have  been  rjiei  ^ 
made,  in  fiict  never  were  made.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  transac-  ^ 
tion  has  been  brought  before  the  court  which  deserves  its  most  severe 
animadversion,  its  gravest  censure.  The  courts  are  in  the  habit  of 
giving  the  highest  credence  to  these  commissions.  This  they  do  in  the 
full  belief  that  the  commissioners  are  acting  independently,  as  officers  of 
the  court,  and  not  under  the  influence  of  any  bias :  and  they  look  to  the 
attorney  that  he  will  name  none  but  proper  persons  to  fill  the  office  of 
commissioners.  Here,  we  have  a  commissioner  appointed  upon  the 
terms  of  his  sharing  the  fees  with  the  plaintiffs'  attorney.  If  the  cam- 
missioner  and  the  attorney  are  thus  partners  in  the  transaction,  is  it  not 
obviously  impossible  for  the  court  to  extend  its  confidence  to  evidence 
coming  through  such  a  polluted  channel  7  We  cannot  but  consider  it  a  very 
improper  and  indecorous  proceeding.  Then,  how  has  the  commissioner 
been  paid  ?  As  to  87/.,  it  is  said  the  payment  was  in  cash ;  and,  as  to 
151.  1S«.,  part  of  the  balance,  by  the  set-off  of  an  old  debt,  no  particu- 
lars of  which  are  furnished  to  us.  At  the  taxation  of  the  costs,  the 
conclusion  is  very  much  like  what  might  have  been  expected  of  a  trans- 
action so  commenced.  Two  checks  are  produced,  and  a  receipt 
signed  by  the  commissioner  vouching  the  payment  to  him  of  the  full 
sum  charged  in  the  bills,  the  checks  and  receipt  being  palpably 
fabricated  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  colour  and  countenance  to  the 
transaction  that  did  not  properly  belong  to  it.  Why  were  the  real  facts 
suppressed?    Lord,  in  his  affidavit,  in  order  to  explain  why  he  did  not 
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present  the  checks  in  due  time,  sirettrs  that  his  intention  was  to  come 
to  an  equitable  adjustment  with  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  in  the  event  ci 
the  master  not  allowing  the  full  sum  claimed  by  him.  This  is  evidently 
a  mere  pretence  and  juggle.  The  checks  were  never  intended  to 
♦lfSQl  ^P®^^^^  ^  ^payment.  Haynes,  who  knows  all  the  facts,  gives 
-I  the  checks  to  Cannan,  to  hand  over  to  Lord ;  and  thus  Gannan, 
who  swears  to  the  payment,  is  made  the  instrument  of  imposing  upon 
the  court  a  false  statement  on  oath.  Can  any  reliance  whatever  be 
placed  upon  such  evidence  7  The  situation  of  the  other  commissioner, 
Haynes,  is  still  more  objectionable  than  that  of  Lord.  He  is  the 
pianaging  clerk  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  and  has  had  the  conduct  of 
the  cause.  Upon  what  terms  did  he  undertake  the  duty?  Was  it  likely 
that  he  would  be  better  paid  than  Lord  7  The  master  has  never  had  an 
opportunity  of  exercising  his  judgment  on  the  payments  now  set  up :  the 
matter  must,  therefore,  go  back  to  him,  I  think  the  money,  if  paid, 
ought  to  be  refunded  without  any  further  inquiry :  but  that,  the  rule, 
which  is  most  moderate  in  its  terms,  does  not  ask.(a)  There  has  be^i 
80  much  trick  and  so  much  management  here,  that  we  cannot  direct  the 
particular  mode  of  inquiry,  but  must  leave  that  to  the  master's  discr^ 
tion,  and  make  the  rule  absolute  in  the  terms  in  which  it  is  moyed. 

I  cannot  help  expressing  my  regret  that  an  opportunity  is  not  afforded 
to  the  court  to  make  a  proper  example  in  such  a  case. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Bule  absolute. 

(a)  Vide  tuprd,  165, 


•170]  •DAVIDSON  t^.  BOHN.    Nov.  22. 

Where,  upon  a  demurrer  to  one  of  several  rejoinders  to  replications  to  several  pleas,  the  defend* 
ant,  instead  of  joining  in  demurrer  delivers  to  the  plaintiff  an  entry  of  a  relinquishment  of 
the  rejoinder  demurred  to,  and  of  the  plea  to  which  such  rejomder  relates,— the  coort  can* 
oot  order  that  such  plea,  and  the  replication  and  rejoinder  thereto,  be  struck  out,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs  of  such  striking  out. 

'The  superfluous  pleadings  were  struck  out,  by  consent,  without  costs. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  the 
-plaintiff's  copyright  in  certain  songs.  The  declaration,  which  contained 
Bix  counts,  was  delivered  on  the  29th  of  January  last.  On  the  12th  of 
March,  the  defendant  pleaded  thirty-four  pleas,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
replied  on  the  8th  of  April,  at  the  same  time  ruling  the  defendant  to 
r^oin.  Rejoinders  were  delivered  on  the  12th  of  April.  On  the  12tk 
•of  April  demurrers  were  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  rejoinders  to  the 
replications  to  the  tenth,  eleventh,  twentieth,  twenty-first,  twenty-second, 
twenty-third,  thirty-second,  thirty-third,  and  thirty-fourth  pleas,  so  far 
B8  the  same  respectively  related  to  the  first,  third,  and  fifth  counts  of  the 
declaration.    On  the  4th  and  18th  of  May,  the  defendant  obtained 
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orders  for  time  to  join  in  demurrer,  the  last  being  peremptory.  Instead 
•f  joining  in  demurrer,  the  defendant's  attorneys  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff's  attorneys  a  paper  writing  purporting  to  be  a  relinquishment  of  nine 
of  his  pleas,  viz.  those  the  rejoinders  to  the  replications  to  which  were 
demnrred  to,  and  of  the  several  rejoinders  to  the  replications  thereto,  on 
the  ground  that  such  pleas  and  rejoinders  were  insufficient  and  untenable. 
This  document  was  as  to  each,  mutatia  mutandis^  in  the  following  form : — 

^'  And  the  defendant,  as  to  the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  rejoin- 
der of  the  defendant  to  the  replication  to  the  said  tenth  plea,  so  far  as 
the  same  relates  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  says,  that,  inasmuch 
as  he  the  defendant  cannot  deny  that  the  last-mentioned  rejoinder  is 
insufficient  in  law,  he  freely  here  in  '''court  relinquishes  the  same,  r*i  (ri 
and  the  said  tenth  plea,  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  first  *" 
count  of  the  declaration,  and  abandons  all  verification  of  the  said  tenth 
plea,  so  far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  said  first  count  of  the  declaration : 
Therefore,  let  no  regard  whatever  be  further  had  to  the  last-mentioned 
rejoinder,  or  to  the  said  tenth  plea  of  the  defendant,  so  far  as  the  same 
relates  to  the  said  first  count  of  the  declaration.'' 

Lu$hf  in  Trinity  term  last,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  so  much  of  his  tenth, 
eleventh,  twentieth,  twenty-first,  twenty-second,  twenty-third,  thirty- 
second,  thirty-third,  and  thirty-fourth  pleas,  as  related  to  the  first,  third, 
and  fifth  counts  of  the  declaration,  and  the  replications,  rejoinders, 
demurrers,  and  notices  of  retraxit  to  such  parts  of  the  said  pleas,  should 
not  be  struck  out,  and  the  plaintiff's  replications  to  so  much  of  the  said 
pleas  as  related  to  the  second,  fourth,  and  sixth  counts  of  the  declaration 
be  amended  accordingly :  and  why  the  defendant  should  not  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  to  his  attorney,  his  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the  said  parts 
of  the  said  several  pleas,  and  the  said  first-mentioned  replications, 
rejoinders,  demurrers,  and  entries  of  retraxit  respectively,  and  of  and 
occasioned  by  such  striking  out  and  amendment  as  aforesaid,  together 
with  his  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  this  application.  M'Intyre  v.  Miller ^ 
18  M.  k  W.  725,  731,  2  D.  &  L.  708,  Cooper  v.  Painter,  13  M.  k 
W.  734,  n.,  2  D.  &  L.  710,  n.,  and  Hnttm  v,  Turk,  18  M.  k  W.  784, 
n.,  2  D.  &  L.  711,  n.,  were  referred  to,  and  abo  the  rule  of  Hilary  term, 
2  W.  4,  r.  46. 

*BaviB  now  showed  cause.  The  proceeding  adopted  by  the  r^ino 
defendant  in  this  case  is  sanctioned  by  the  precedents  in  Bastell 
(a)  and  Chitty's  Forms.(i)  And  the  cases  referred  to  when  this  rule 
was  moved  for,  show  that  the  court  has,  at  all  events,  no  power  to 
impose  costs  on  the  defendant.  The  note  of  Button  v.  Turk  in  18  M. 
k  W.  784,  n.,  is  incorrect :  it  accidentally  omits  the  negative.  [Wilpx, 
C.  J.    In  what  respect  does  this  differ  from  a  retraxit  f]    In  none  that 

(a)  Riflt.  Ent.  tit.  Appdt  {de  Mort,)^  p.  49,  tf,  pi.  6,  and  p.  52,  b,  pi.  15. 
ik)  5ih  edit.  p.  320. 
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18  perceptible.  [Maulb,  J.  Before  the  statute  of  OIoiioester,(a)  bo 
person  was  entitled  to  costs.  That  statute  gave  the  plaintiff  the  costi 
of  his  writ  purchased,  -where  he  was  entitled  to  damages.  Other  statutes 
have  since  given  costs  as  well  to  defendants  as  to  plaintiffs :  but,  wha^ 
statute  authorises  the  court  to  award  costs  in  a  case  like  this  ?]  The 
qbIj  statutes  that  deal  with  costs  of  demurrers,  are,  the  8  &  9  W.  8,  c. 
11,  s.  2,  the  4  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  5,  and  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  84.  The 
first  of  these,  after  reciting,  that  '^  forasmuch  as  for  want  of  a  sufficient 
provision  by  law  for  the  payment  of  costs  of  suit,  divers  evil  disposed 
persons  are  encouraged  to  bring  frivolous  and  vexatious  actions,"  enacts, 
^^that,  if  any  person  shall  commence  or  prosecute  in  any  court  of  record, 
uiy  action,  plaint,  or  suit,  wherein  upon  any  demurrer,  either  by  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  demandant  or  tenant,  judgment  shall  be  given  by 
iUxe  court  against  such  plaintiff  or  demandant,  the  defendant  or  tenant 
shall  have  judgment  to  recover  his  costs,  and  have  execution  for  the 
same  by  ea.  «a.,  fi.fa,y  or  elegit,*'  The  4  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  4,  enacts  ^Hhat 
it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  any  defendant  or  tenant  in  any  action  or 
*1731  ^*»  ^^  ^^^  ^^y  plaintiff  in  replevin,  in  any  court  of  •record,  witb 
leave  of  the  court,  to  plead  as  many  several  matters  thereto  as  he 
shall  think  necessary  for  his  defence  :*'  and  s;  6  provides,  ''that,  if  any 
such  matter  shaU,  upon  a  demurrer  joined,  be  judged  imnifficient,  costs 
shall  be  given  at  the  discretion  of  the  court."  And  the  8  &  4  W. 
4,  c.  42,  s.  84,  enacts,  that,  ''  where  judgment  shall  be  given,  either 
for  or  against  a  plaintiff  or  demandant,  or  for  or  against  a  defendant 
or  tenant,  upon  any  demurrer  joined  in  any  action  whatever,  the  party 
m  whose  favour  such  judgment  shall  be  given,  shall  also  have  judg* 
ment  to  recover  his  costs  in  that  behalf."  [Maule,  J.  Costs  on  a 
judgment^  are  very  different  from  costs  upon  a  rule  of  court.]  When  a 
party  comes  to  ask  a  favour,  costs  may  be  imposed  as  a  condition.  The 
court  cannot  give  a  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  no  issue  being  joined* 
The  rule  of  Hilary  term,  2  W.  4,  which  provides  that  "  the  defendant 
shall  not  be  at  liberty  to  waive  his  plea  without  leave  of  the  court  or  a 
judge,"  has  reference  to  a  known  practice :  its  object  is,  to  dispense 
with  the  rule  for  the  defendant  to  abide  by  his  plea,  which  was  required 
in  the  Queen's  Bench.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Will  not  the  plaintiff  be  entitled 
to  these  costs  if  he  obtains  a  judgment  T]  Probably  he  will :  but  the  court 
has  clearly  no  power  to  give  them,  as  a  matter  of  practice. 

Lushy  in  support  of  his  rule.  That  which  is  asked  by  this  rule,  is 
perfectly  reasonable  and  just.  It  is,  that  the  defendant,  who,  by  his 
own  confession,  has  put  superfluous  and  unnecessary  matter  upon  the 
record,  may  be  compelled  to  strike  it  out,  and  pay  the  costs  to  which  he 
has  so  vexatiously  put  the  plaintiff.  This  difficulty  never  could  have 
arisen  before  the  statute  of  Anne ;  the  defendant  might  have  entered  a 
retraxit^  and  then  the  plaintiff  would  have  signed  judgment.    Now,  the 

(c)  6  Ed.  1,  c.  1. 
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plaintiff  cumot  adopt  that  oourse:  nor  could  he^  in  ^making  np  ra^^p^A 
the  record,  omit  tUs  part  of  the  pleadings.  In  HUehcock  v.  ^ 
W^<trdj  5  Scott,  792,  6  DowL  P.  0.  457,  in  treapass  for  removing 
tombetoneB,  the  defendant  pleaded  two  pleas,  upon  one  of  which  the 
plaintiff  joined  issue,  and  replied  to  the  other;  the  defendant  rejoined; 
and  the  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  rejoinder :  the  defendant  did  not  join 
in  demurrer,  but  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  should  take  no  further 
steps  in  respect  of  his  second  plea.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  signed  judg* 
ment  upon  the  whole  record.  The  court  set  aside  the  judgment  for  irre«- 
golarity.  Tikdal,  C.  J.,  there  sajs :  The  proper  course  for  the  plaintiff 
to  have  adopted,  was,  to  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge  to  strike  out  the 
second  plea.  The  judgment  that  has  been  signed,  is  dearly  too  Isrge. 
Xhe  urgument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  apply  to  the  pree^it 
state  of  the  rules  of  pleading,  a  doctrine  that  was  applicable  before  the 
statute  of  Anne,  but  is  hardly  so  now.  I  think  the  judgment  should  be 
set  aside,  with  costs,  and  that  the  defendant  should  strike  out  his  second 
plea,  <m  payment  of  costs ;  or,  radier,  that  the  parties  should  be  remitted 
to  the  situation  in  which  they  would  hare  stood,  had  there  been  no  seoond 
plea  and  no  judgment  signed,  without  costs  on  either  side."  [Wildb,  C. 
J.  There,  nothing  was  placed  upon  the  record :  it  was  a  mere  notice  by 
letter.]  This  is  clearly  an  irregular  proceeding ;  and,  whateyer  its  form, 
it  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  r^nain.  TaXbot  y.  ButkeUy^  16  M.  k  W. 
193,  4  D.  &  L.  306,  is  also  an  aathority  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  could 
not  haye  signed  judgment  here;  and  M'Intyre  y.  Miller,  Oooper  y. 
PatnUr,  and  Sutton  y.  iZkri,  show  that  this  is  the  proper  and  the  only 
mode  of  curing  the  irregularity.  [Maulb,  J.  In  TdB^at  y.  Bulkeley^ 
the  defendant  had  misconducted  himself  in  a  way  that  gave  the 
court  a  hold  upon  him.  He  had  deliyered  a  friyolous  demurrer.  Here, 
^howeyer,  he  has  made  a  mere  mistake  in  pleading.]  A  mistake  ri^yrn 
m  {heading  is  as  irregular  as  a  friyolous  demurrer.  The  defend-  ^ 
ant  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  place  the  plaintiff  in  the  difficulty  in 
which  this  state  of  the  record  would  inyolye  him,  in  the  event  of  a  writ 
of  error  being  brought.  Since  the  statute  of  Anne,  no  case  is  to  be 
fimnd  of  a  retraxit  as  to  one  of  several  pleas.  [Maulb,  J.  If  a  par* 
tienlar  portion  of  the  record  is  insensible,  and  can  clearly  do  no  good  to 
either  party,  I  can  understand  the  propriety  of  its  being  struck  out. 
But,  if  it  can  be  advantageous  to  either  side  to  retain  it,  I  do  not  see 
why  we  should  interfere.]  The  court  certainly  has  power  to  interfere, 
80  as  to  prevent  die  wasteful  and  yexatious  expense  of  continuing  all 
this  useless  matter  upon  the  record,  through  the  subsequent  stages  of 
the  cause.  [Matlb,  J.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  defendant  is 
desirous  of  retaining  it.  Bovill  observed  that  he  only  objected  to  pay 
costs ;  and  he  referred  to  Tucker  y.  Bamesleifj  16  M.  &  W.  54,  4  D.  &  L* 
292,  as  explanatory  of  Talbot  y.  ButtuleyJ] 
Wildb,  C.  J.    In  this  case,  the  defendant,  having  obtamed  leave  to 
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plead  several  matters,  has  pleaded  certun  pleas,  which  must  be  treated 
as  having  been  pleaded  in  conformity  with  the  rule,  since  the  plaintiff 
has  so  treated  them.  In  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  cause,  the  defendant 
wishes  to  withdraw  some  of  his  pleas,  admitting  them  to  be  untenable. 
The  plaintiff,  however,  objects  to  that  being  done  by  way  of  retraxit^ 
and  insists  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  them  struck  out  at  the  expense  of 
the  defendant.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  these  pleas 
are  not  what  are  called  frivolous  pleas.  The  courts  have  undoubtedly 
been  in  the  habit  of  setting  aside  pleadings  that  are  shown  to  be 
"^1761  *^^^  ^  ^^^  ^^^  tricky  in  form.  Cases,  too,  might  occur,  in 
*'  which  a  plea  might  be  so  ridiculous  as  to  amount  to  a  contempt 
of  the  court.  This  is  not  a  case  of  that  sort.  The  defendant  is  induced 
to  withdraw  his  pleas,  in  consequence  of  a  special  demurrer  to  his 
rejoinders.  He  does  not  now  object  to  the  record  being  reformed  in  the 
way  suggested  by  the  plaintiff;  but  he  protests  against  being  ordered  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  amendment.  On  what  ground  does  the  plaintiff 
rest  his  claim  to  the  costs  ?  A  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs  in  every 
case  where  the  defendant  fails  to  sustain  his  pleadings.  If  the  plaintiff 
proceeds,  and  obtains  judgment  in  his  favour,  he  will  ultimately  get  these 
costs  as  costs  in  the  cause :  if  he  fails,  of  course  he  will  lose  them.  Has 
the  court  any  equitable  discretion  upon  the  subject  7  Until  the  statute 
8  &;  9  W.  8,  c.  11,  no  costs  were  allowed  upon  a  judgment  on  demurrer. 
The  legislature  has,  however,  thought  fit  to  interpose,  and  to  say,  that, 
whatever  the  result  of  the  cause,  the  party  succeeding  upon  a  demurrer 
shall  have  his  costs.  We  have  no  power  to  extend  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes  in  this  respect  to  cases  to  which  they  do  not  expressly  apply. 
Talbot  V.  Bvlkdey  was  the  case  of  a  frivolous  demurrer,  which  the  court 
deals  with  as  a  species  of  contempt,  an  abuse  of  its  process.  There  is 
no  analogy  between  cases  of  that  sort  and  the  present.  In  Hitchcock  t. 
Walfordj  there  is  a  little  ambiguity :  but,  at  all  events,  it  is  only  an 
authority  to  show  that  signing  judgment  is  not  the  proper  course.  In 
Cooper  V.  Painter^  and  Sutton  v.  Ihirk^  no  costs  were  given.  And  in 
M'Intyre  v.  Miller ^  the  court  feeling  themselves  in  a  little  di£Sculty,  a 
certain  course  is  suggested,  and  the  suggestion  adopted.  I  know  of  no 
case  in  which  the  court  has  ever  assumed  a  summary  jurisdiction  over 
the  costs,  save  where  there  has  been  something  which  amounts  to  an 
'^'1771  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  process.  That  '^not  being  the  case  here,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  is  nothing  to  warrant  our  making  the  rule 
absolute  in  its  terms ;  but  that,  by  consent,  the  rule  may  be  made  abso- 
lute for  striking  out  and  amending  as  prayed,  without  costs. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Bule  accordingly.(a) 

(a)  A  similar  application  was  made,  with  a  like  result,  at  chambers,  by  Dowdawell,  in  Sim^ 
mgmU  T.  J\tgg,  in  Q.  B.,  H.  V.  1846. 
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TIm  cowl  refased  to  set  aside,  as  frivolous,  a  demnirer  to  a  declaration  against  the  acceptor  of 
a  bill  of  exchange,  in  which  the  cause  assigned  was,  that  it  was  uncertain,  inasmuch  as  the 
defendant,  as  to  part  of  his  Christian  name,  was  described  by  the  initial  letter  only. 

Assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  by  indorsee  against  acceptor.  The 
declaration  described  the  defendant  as  '^  William  Henry  W.  Galder." 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  amongst  others,  that  the  decla- 
ration was  uncertain,  inasmuch  as  it  described  the  defendant  by  the  initial 
letter  only  of  one  of  his  Christian  names.(a) 

UfUhank  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  demurrer  should 
not  be  set  aside  as  frivolous.  A  mistake  in,  or  even  a  total  omission 
of,  the  Christian  name  of  a  party,  was  formerly  ground  only  for  a  plea 
m  abatement :  Com.  Dig.  Abatement.  (E.  18.)  Now,  by  the  3  &  4  W.  4, 
c  42, 8. 11,  it  is  enacted  that  ^^no  plea  in  abatement  for  a  misnomer,  shall 
be  allowed  in  any  personal  action ;  but  that,  in  all  cases  in  which  a  mis- 
nomer would,  but  for  this  act,  have  been  by  law  pleadable  in  abatement  in 
such  actions,  the  defendant  shall  be  at  liberty  to  ""cause  the  decla-  ri^-tPrQ 
ration  to  be  amended,  at  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff,  by  inserting  ^ 
the  right  name,  upon  a  judge's  summons,  founded  on  an  affidavit  of  the 
right  name."  This  is,  at  most,  a  mere  misnomer,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  ought  to  have  adopted  the  course  pointed  out  by  the  statute. 
Non  constat  but  that  the  party  may  have  been  baptized  by  the  initial 
only. 

Maulb,  J.  The  letter  ^^  W."  certainly  cannot  be  a  name  of  baptism. 
This  is  not  a  misnomer,  but  an  incorrect  description  of  the  party.  I 
should  incline  to  say  that  the  declaration,  which  alleges  no  ezcuse(i^)  for 
8o  describing  the  defendant,  is  bad,  and  would  recommend  the  plaintiff 
to  amend  on  payment  of  costs.     The  demurrer  clearly  is  not  frivolous. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 

(«)  i  e:  of  part  of  his  Christian  name. 

0)  As  to  the  cases  in  which  designation  by  an  initial  is  excused,  see  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  12. 


SEAMES,  an  Infant,  v.  FABLET.    Nov.  22. 

The  reaolntion  of  Trinity  term,  3  Vict.,  declaring  the  costs  of  the  application  to  be  conseqnen- 
tial  on  making  s  judge's  order  a  rule  of  court,  applies  where  the  party  sought  to  be  chsrged, 
is  sn  infant. 

C.  JoNSS,  Seijt.,  moved  to  make  a  judge's  order  a  rule  of  court,  with 
cottSy  pursuant  to  the  resolution  of  the  judges  of  Trinity  term,  3  Vict., 
which  provides,  that,  '^  when  a  judge's  order  is  made  a  rule  of  court,  it 
shall  be  a  part  of  the  rule  of  court,  that  the  costs  of  making  the  order  a 
rale  of  court  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  against  whom  the  order  is  made, 
provided  an  affidavit  be  made  and  filed,  that  the  order  has  been  served 
on  the  party,  or  his  attorney,  and  disobeyed.'' 
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*1791  *^^  officer,  referring  to  Turner  v.  Turner,  2  Stra.  708,  had 
expressed  a  doubt  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plain- 
tiff, being  an  infant,  would  be  liable  for  the  costs.  But  in  Q-ardiner  r. 
Holt,  2  Stra.  1217,  an  infant  was  sued(a)  by  prochein  amy,  and  there 
was  a  verdict  against  him,  and  judgment  for  costs :  and,  being  taken  in 
execution,  he  moved  to  be  discharged,  citing  Orave  v.  Grave,  Cro.  Elw. 
83,  and  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  Cro.  Jac.  640.  Sed  per  curiam :  "  If 
costs  cannot  be  given,  it  will  be  matter  of  error  to  be  insisted  on :  bat 
we  will  not  discharge  him  on  motion.  Where  he  is  a  defendant,  he  cer- 
tainly pays  costs.''  Anderson  v.  Warde,  Dyer,  104,  Hamlen  v.  HandeHy 
1  Bulstr.  189. 

Here,  the  appointment  of  proeJiein  amy  took  place  between  the  writ 
and  the  declaration. 

Per  curiam*  The  costs  in  question  are  consequential  on  making  the 
judge's  order  a  rule  of  ooort.  Rule  granted. 

(a)  So  in  the  report;  bat  the  infant  was  c\ev\y plaintif. 


Ex  parte  WSBBER  and  Others.    Nov.  23. 

Where  the  amount  of  the  consideration  which  fbrros  the  inducement  for  a  married  woman  to 
give  up  her  interest  Iti  an  estate  was  too  small  (40Z.)  to  form  the  subject  of  a  settlement,  and 
the  arrangement  was  that  the  amount  shoald  be  paid  to  the  wife,  the  eourt  allowed  her 
acknowledgment  to  be  registered. 

The  afSdavit  verifying  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  in  this  case, 
pursuant  to  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  alleged  that  each  of  the  married 
women,  in  answer  to  the  inquiry  directed  by  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4 
W.  4,  to  be  made  of  them,  stated  that  the  consideration  for  giving  up 
♦1801  *^^^^  respective  interests  in  the  estate  in  *respect  of  which  the 
-^  acknowledgment  was  taken,  was  the  sum  of  407.,  which  sum  was 
paid  to  each  of  them  in  the  presence  of  the  commissioners. 

The  officer  objecting  to  register  the  acknowledgment,  on  the  ground 
that  this  was  not  such  a  provision  as  was  contemplated  by  the  rule, 

Channell,  Serjt.,  now  applied  for  the  direction  of  the  court.  The  rule 
of  court  requires,  that,  where  any  provision  has  been  agreed  to  be  made, 
the  deponent  shall  state  that  the  same  has  been  made  by  deed  or  wri^ 
ing,  or,  if  not  actually  made  before,  that  the  terms  of  the  intended  pro- 
vision have  been  reduced  into  writing,  and  produced  before  the  commis- 
.  sioner.  The  commissioner  is  not  called  on  to  take  upon  himself  the 
duty  of  settling  the  terms  of  the  deed.  [Wildb,  0.  J.  What  sort  of  a 
provision  is  this  ?  What  the  better  is  the  married  woman  for  having  a 
sum  of  money  given  to  her  ?  The  moment  it  gets  into  her  pocket,  it 
becomes  her  husband's.  The  only  way  of  securing  it  would  be,  by  vesting 
't  in  trustees  for  her  use.]  The  expense  would  render  it  impracticable  to 
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r60ort  to  that  course,  where  the  subject-matter  is  of  such  small  yalue. 
The  traasactioii  is  of  common  occnrrence. 

WiLBS,  C.  J.  In  dealing  with  this  act  of  parliament,  the  oonrt  is 
umoos  to  meet  its  spirit,  and  so  to  construe  it  as  may  he  most  beneficial 
to  those  who  are  the  objects  of  its  peculiar  care.  Looking  in  this  case 
at  the  amount  of  the  consideration  that  is  the  inducement  to  these  parties 
to  give  up  thdur  respective  interests,  and  seeing  that  40/.  is  much  too 
small  a  sum  to  be  made  the  subject  of  a  deed  of  settlement,  I  think  we 
are  warranted  in  assuming  that  such  a  deed  was  not  contemplated.  A 
different  intention  must  be  mferred  where  the  sum  is  so  disproportioned 
to  tlie  expense.  Seeing,  therefore,  *that,  in  this  case,  the  money  rt-tQ-t 
was  paid  oyer  to  the  married  women  in  the  presence  of  the  com-  '' 
missioners,  I  think  we  are  justified  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  this, 
which  was  evidently  intended  as  a  mere  present  to  the  respective  wives, 
and  not  as  a  provision  for  them,  was  a  complete  and  perfect  execution 
of  the  purpose  of  the  parties.  I  therefore  think  the  officer  may  receive 
the  acknowledgment. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurred.  Fiat. 


'    MOLLETT  V.  WACKERBARTH  and  Others.    Nov.  28. 

A  raatvrial  alteration  in  a  sold^noCe,  made  by  the  buyer,  withoat  the  knowledge  or  ooneent 
of  the  seller,  preyents  the  former  from  suing  on  the  contract,  notwithstanding  the  duty  of 
the  latter  may  not  be  varied  by  the  alteration. 

A  aoM-note  in  the  following  form—'*  Sold  for  W.  &  C,  100  tons  of  crushed  sugar  (as  per 
sample)  in  hogaheads,"  at,  d&c. — was  altered  by  the  buyer  without  the  privity  of  the  seller, 
by  adding  at  the  foot  of  the  paper  the  words  "  of  their  own  manufacture,"  with  an  asterisk 
as  a  mark  of  reference,  and  a  corresponding  asterisk  in  the  body  of  the  note,  after  the  word 
**  sample,"  and  within  the  parenthesis : — HMr^ubiianie  Wildb,  C.  J.,— that  the  added 
words  imported  that  the  aample  was  of  the  manufacture  of  W.  &  C. ;  and  that,  whether  they 
applied  to  the  sample  or  to  the  bulk,  they  constituted  a  material  alteration,  which,  as  against 
the  buyer,  avoided  the  contract. 

Semite,  that,  assuming  the  added  words  to  import  only  that  the  aample  was  of  the  manufacture 
of  W.  dc  C,  the  proof  sustained  a  plea, — that,  after  the  agreement  had  been  made,  the  plain- 
tiff, without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendants,  caused  it  to  be  altered  in  a  material 
particular,  that  it  to  way,  by  inserting  therein  words  to  the  purport  or  efiect  that  the  tugart 
wtaUwmei  in  the  agreement  were  to  be  of  the  manufaeture  of  the  dtfendante, — it  being  unneces- 
sary to  prove  the  allegation  following  the  videlicet. 

Assumpsit^  for  the  non-delivery  of  certam  sugars,  pursuant  to  a  con- 
tract of  sale. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  and  the  defend- 
ants to  sell,  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  one  hundred  tons,  of  crushed  sugar, 
ss  per  sample,  in  hogsheads,  at  and  for  the  price  or  sum  of  401.  per  ton, 
^free  on  board,  to  be  shipped  within  the  prompt,  and  paid  for  on  p^^^^^ 
^^very,  in  cash,  the  defendants  allowing  discount  at  the  rate  of  *- 
4L  per  cevUum  per  annum  for  the  unexpired  term  of  two  months.  Breach, 
that,  although  the  prompt  (two  calendar  months)  had  expired,  the  defend- 
ants had  not  deliyered  die  sugar  pursuant  to  their  contract. 

VOL.  V. — 16  L 


182     MoLLETT  V.  Wackerbartr.  M.  T-  1847. 

The  fifth,  whicK  was  the  only  material  plea,  stated  that  the  agreement 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  was  made  and  entered  into  hj  the  defendants, 
in  and  by  a  certain  written  agreement,  or  instrument  in  writing,  duly 
signed  by  one  Joseph  Dodson,  the  agent  lawfully  authorised  of  them  the 
defendants  in  that  l^ehalf,  and  not  otherwise ;  that  the  said  agreement 
was  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  for  the  price 
of  upwards  of  107.,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute 
made  and  passed  in  the  twenty-ninth  year  of  the  reign  of  His  Majesty 
Eang  Charles  the  Second,  intituled  ^^  An  act  for  the  prevention  of  fraudB 
and  perjuries'X^)?  <^d  that  the  buyer  of  the  said  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandise, to  wit,  the  plaintiff,  had  not  accepted  part  of  the  goods  sold,  or 
given  anything  in  earnest  to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  payment ;  that, 
after  the  said  agreement  had  been  made  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  after  the  said  agreement  or  instrument  in  writing  had  been  so  signed 
by  the  said  agent  of  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  defendants 
had  promised  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of  July,  1845,  the  plaintiff,  without 
the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  defendants,  caused  the  said  agreement 
or  instrument  in  writing  to  be,  and  the  same  was  then,  altered  in  a 
certain  material  particular,  that  is  to  say^  by  inserting  in  the  said  agree- 
♦1ft«n  ^^^^  ^^  instrument  *in  writing,  certain  words,  to  the  purport_and 
-'  effect  that  the  sugars  mentioned  in  the  said  agreement  or  instru- 
ment in  writing,  were  to  be  of  the  manufacture  of  them  the « defendants; 
that  the  said  agreement  contained  in  the  said  instrument  in  writing  so 
signed  by  the  said  agent  of  them  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  became  and 
was,  by  such  alteration,  materially  altered  and  changed  as  regards  the 
mode  of  performing  the  same  by  them  the  defendants ;  and  that,  by 
reason  of  the  premises  in  that  plea  mentioned,  the  said  agreement  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  became  and  was,  from  the  time  of  the  said  alter- 
ation, void  and  of  none  effect — ^verification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  the  agreement  or  instrument  in 
writing  in  the  fifth  plea  mentioned,  was  not  altered  in  any  material  par* 
ticular,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  that  plea  alleged.     Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Earls,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Michaelmas  term,  1846. 

It  appeared,  that,  in  the  month  of  July,  1845,  the  plaintiff  employed 
one  Joseph  Dodson,  a  sugar  broker,  to  purchase  for  hiln  one  hundred 
tons  of  crushed  sugar,  and  that  Dodson  contracted  for  the  purchase 
through  another  broker  named  Plaxton,  who,  on  the  7th  of  that  month, 
delivered  to  the  defendants  the  following  sold-note: — 

"London,  7th  July,  1846. 

"  To  my  principal, — Sold  for  Messrs.  Wackerbarths  &  Coling,  one  hun- 
dred tons  of  crushed  sugar  (as  per  sample),  in  hogsheads,  at  40^.  per  ton^ 
free  on  board,  to  be  shipped  within  the  prompt,  and  paid  for  on  delivery,  in 

(a)  29  Car.  2,  c.  3. 
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cash, — ^ftlie  sellers  ftllowing  discotint  at  the  rate  of  47.  per  cent  per  annum 
for  the  unexpired  term  of  two  months." 

Dodson  did  not  deliver  a  bought-note  to  the  plaintiff  until  the  10th  of 
July,  when  he,  by  the  direction  of  the  *plaintiff,  wrote  at  the  foot  r-^^  ^^^ 
of  the  note  the  words  ^'  of  their  own  manufacture/'  with  an  asterisk  ^ 
before  them,  placing  a  corresponding  asterisk  after  the  word  '^sample/' 
in  the  body  of  the  note,  and  within  the  parenthesis.  Ko  samples  were 
produced  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made,  but  the  plaintiff  had  had 
samples  a  few  days  before  the  7th  of  July,  and  also  a  day  or  two  after 
the  10th,  all  of  which  were  of  the  defendants'  manufacture.  There  was 
oTidence  to  show  that  the  sugars  of  the  several  makers  were  not  to  be 
distinguished. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  it  was  objected  that  this  unauthorised 
alteration  of  the  bought-note  by  the  plaintiff,  avoided  the  contract. 

The  learned  judge,  however,  ruled  that  the  alteration  was  an  immate- 
rial one,  and  did  not  vitiate  the  contract,  inasmuch  as  the  added  words 
in  no  respect  varied  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  parties. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  2502^.,  and  leave  was 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them  on  the 
osue  on  the  fifth  plea,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  alteration 
was  material. 

Talfaurd,  Seijt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 
nin  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  fifth  issue,  or  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

Cfhannell,  Seijt.,  and  Peaeoeky  now  showed  cause.  In  order  to  entitle 
them  to  a  verdict  upon  the  fifth  issue,  the  defendants  were  bound  to 
establish, — ^first,  that  an  alteration  had  in  fact  been  made  in  the  contract ; 
secondly,  that  that  alteration  was  a  material  and  substantial  one;  thirdly, 
that  the  alteration  was  to  the  effect  alleged  in  the  plea. 

The  subscription  of  the  words  ^^of  their  own  manufacture,"  was  a  mere 
memorandum  made  by  the  ^plaintiff  to  assist  his  own  memory,  and  ^^^  ^,. 
not  an  alteration  of  the  contract.  They  would  have  been  intro-  ^  ^ 
daced  into  the  body  of  the  note,  if  they  had  been  designed  to  vary  tho 
contract,  and  the  same  words  would  have  been  inserted  in  the  bought- 
note  in  the  handfe  of  the  defendants.  The  contract  is  formed  by  the  two 
notes :  if  there  is  any  variance  between  them,  there  is  no  contract  at  all : 
Thamtm  v.  Kempiter,  1  Marsh,  856.  [  Maulb,  J.  The  mark  of  refer- 
ence in  the  body  of  the  contract  seems  to  me  to  draw  to  it  the  added 
words.    It  clearly  was  an  alteration.] 

Assuming,  then,  that  the  contract  was  altered,  was  that  alteration  a  ma- 
terial one  ?  The  plea  is  founded  on  the  case  of  Powell  v.  Divetty  15  East, 
29,  where  it  was  held  that  a  material  alteration  in  a  bought-note,  made  by 
the  broker,  after  the  bargain  made,  at  the  instance  of  the  seller,  without 
the  consent  of  the  purchaser,  annuls  the  instrument,  so  as  to  preclude 
the  seller  from  recovering  upon  the  contract  evidenced  by  the  instrument 


185  MoLUTT  V.  Wacutoarth.  M.  T.  1847. 

BO  altered  by  himi  The  contract  in  that  cafle,  was  for  the  sale  of  a  quan- 
tity of  wool;  and  the  alteration  consisted  of  the  insertion  of  these 
words, — '^  Such  parts  as'may  be  damaged,  to  be  taken  at  such  allowance 
as  shall  be  settled  by  two  experienced  brokers/'  Lord  Ellenbobouoh 
said :  ''  The  only  evidence  of  the  contract,  was,  an  instrument,  the  effect 
of  which  was  destroyed,  according  to  the  case  of  Master  v.  Miller y  4  T, 
B.  820,(a)  by  the  fraudulent  interpolation  procured  by  the  plaintiffs' 
own  act.  Whatever  rights  the  defendants  may  have  under  their  part  of 
the  contract,  the  plaintiffs  can  claim  none  from  theirs,  which  they  have 
vitiated  by  their  own  fraud."  And  Le  Blanc,  J.,  added :  ^'  The  alterar 
tion  having  been  made  by  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  in  a  material  part, 
^^g^-|  this  case  *falls  precisely  within  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Mcuter 
^  V.  MUleTy  which  decision  was  not  confined  to  negotiable  instru- 
ments." In  Cumming  v.  Roebuehy  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  172,  the  alteration 
was  a  material  one.  So  also  were  Uie  alterations  in  Chrant  v.  Fletcher j 
6  B.  &  C.  436,  8  D.  &  R.  59,  and  Davidson  v.  Cocpery  11 M.  &  W.  778. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  The  old  rule  laid  down  in  Pigct's  case,  11  Co.  Rep. 
27  a,  was,  that,  where  a  deed  is  altered  in  a  material  point,  whether  by 
the  plaintiff  himself,  or  by  a  stranger,  without  his  privity,  the  deed  ia 
void ;  but  that,  if  the  alteration  be  made  by  the  obligee  himself^  although 
immateriaij  it  avoids  the  deed.  It  is  so  laid  down  in  Shep.  Touchst. 
68,  69.]  That  was  the  rule  in  the  case  of  a  deed.  [Maulb,  J.  Have 
you  met  with  any  case  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  contract,  not 
under  seal,  is  not  avoided  by  an  alteration  by  a  party  in  a  material  part  ?3 
Ko  such  case  has  been  found.  [Maulb,  J.  Can  any  good  reason  be 
assigned  for  not  a|^lying  the  rule  in  Pigot*B  case  to  an  instrument  like 
this?]  Pigot'^  case,  as  to  this  point,  has  been  overruled  in  the  Irish 
courts,  in  the  case  of  Swiney  v.  Barry^  Jones,  Bep.  104.  The  mate- 
riality of  the  alteration  depends  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words  ^'  as  per 
sample."  Certainly  the  contract,  as  altered,  did  not  amount  to  a  war- 
ranty that  the  bulk  should  be  of  the  defeiidants'  manufacture.  And 
clearly  no  new  or  more  onerous  duty,  was  cast  upon  the  defendants  by  a 
representation  that  the  sample  was  of  their  manufacture.  One  who  sella 
wheat  by  sample,  does  not  warrant  that  the  bulk  is  of  the  growth  of  the 
same  particular  field  or  farm :  his  contract  would  be  performed  by  the 
delivery  of  an  article  corresponding  in  quality  with  the  sample.  The 
legal  effect  of  the  contract,  therefore,  is  in  no  degree  varied  by  the  alte» 
ration.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  so 
understand  the  contract,  or  he  would  not  have  introduced  the  words  in 
*1l%T\  *^^^^^^*  Maulb,  J.  It  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  alteration 
does  not  interpolate  at  least  a  representation  that  the  sample  waa 
of  the  defendants'  manufacture :  and,  that  being  so,  may  not  the  altera- 

(a)  It  was  there  held,  that  an  alteration  of  the  date  of  a  hill  of  exchange,  wherehy  the  paf- 
ment  would  be  accelg>ated,  avoids  the  instrument ;  and  that  no  action  can  be  afterwards  bionght 
apoD  such  tida,  even  by  an  innoorat  holder  for  a  valuable  oonnderatioiL 
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lion  in  some  circumstances,  be  material  Y]  In  Sanderson  v.  Syniondfiy 
1  Brod.  k  B.  426|  4  J.  B.  Moore,  42,  a  vessel  was  insured  from  Liverpool 
to  Africa  and  during  her  stay  there,  and  back,  with  liberty  to  sell,  barter, 
exchange,  load,  and  reload  goods.  After  the  execution  of  the  policy, 
the  assured  inserted  the  words  '^  and  trade"  in  the  policy,  without  the 
consent  of  the  defendant  (one  of  the  underwriters),  although  others  of 
them  had  assented  thereto :  and  it  was  held  to  be  an  immaterial  altera- 
\ixm^  inasmuch  as  the  ship  had  liberty  to  trade  without  the  introduction 
of  those  words. 

At  all  eyents,  there  is  no  such  alteration  as  that  alleged  in  the  fifth 
plea,  viz.  by  inserting  in  the  agreement  certain  words  to  the  purport  and 
effect  that  the  sugars  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  were  to  be  of  the 
manufacture  of  the  defendants.  There  is,  therefore,  a  clear  variance ; 
and  it  is  not  the  less  fatal  because  laid  under  a  videlicet. 

Taljowrdj  Seijt.,  and  Cleashyy  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  was  never 
doubted  at  the  trial  that  there  had  been  an  alteration  in  the  contract : 
the  only  question  raised  was,  whether  it  was  material  or  not.  This  is  a 
document  which  is  essential  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds: 
the  alteration  introduces  all  the  evils  the  statute  intended  to  shut  out. 
All  the  law,  from  Pigot's  case  downwards,  proceeds  upon  the  breach  of 
duty  in  the  -party  who  mutilates  the  deed.  The  law  has  thought  fit 
to  impose  it  as  a  penalty  upon  him,  that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  set 
up  a  written  instrument  with  which  he  has  tampered.  The  second  reso- 
lution in  Plot's  case  is — '^  that,  when  any  deed  is  altered  in  a  point 


nuOerialy  *by  the  plaintiff  himself,  or  by  any  stranger,  without 
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the  privity  of  the  obligee,  be  it  by  interlineation,  addition,  rasing, 
or  by  drawing  a  pen  through  a  line,  or  through  the  midst  of  any  mate- 
rial word,  that  the  deed  thereby  becomes  void :  as,  if  a  bond  is  to  be 
made  to  the  sheriff  for  appearance,  &;c.,  and  in  the  bond  the  sheriff's 
nune  is  omitted,  and,  after  the  delivery  thereof,  his  name  is  interlined, 
either  by  the  obligee  or  a  stranger,  without  his  privity,  the  deed  is  void : 
so,  if  one  makes  a  bond  of  10/.,  and,  after  the  sealing  of  it,  another  lOZ. 
is  added,  which  makes  it  20/.,  the  deed  is  void :  so,  if  a  bond  is  rased, 
by  which  the  first  word  cannot  be  seen,  or  if  it  is  drawn  with  a  pen  and 
ink  through  the  word,  although  the  first  word  is  legible,  yet  the  deed  is 
void,  and  shall  never  make  an  issue,  whether  it  was  in  any  of  these 
cases  altered  by  the  obligee  himself,  or  by  a  stranger,  without  his  privity. 
So,  if  the  obligee  himself  altered  the  deed,  by  any  of  the  said  ways, 
although  it  is  in  words  not  material^  yet  the  deed  is  void :  but,  if  a 
stranger,  without  his  privity,  alters  the  deed,  by  any  of  the  said  ways, 
in  any  point  not  material,  it  shall  not  av9id  the  deed."  Lord  Denman, 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Davidson  v. 
Cooper^  13  M.  &  W.  343,  speaking  of  this  resolution,  says :  "  The  strict- 
ness of  the  rule  on  this  subject,  as  laid  down  in  Figot*s  case,  can  only 
be  explained  on  the  principle  that  a  party  who  has  the  custody  of  an 

l2 
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instrument  made  for  his  benefit,  is  bound  to  preserve  it  in  its  original 
state.  It  is  highly  important,  for  preserving  the  purity  of  legal  instru- 
ments, that  this  principle  should  be  borne  in  mind,  and  the  rule  adhered 
to.  The  party  who  may  suflFer  has  no  right  to  complain,  since  there 
cannot  be  any  alteration  except  through  fraud  or  laches  on  his  part.  To 
*1RQ1  ^^7  ^  ^^  Pigot'%  case  has  been  overruled,  is  a  mistake:  on  "^the 
-'  contrary,  it  has  been  extended ;  the  authorities  establishing,  as 
common  sense  requires,  that  the  alteration  of  an  unsealed  paper,  vitiates 
it."  No  case  is  to  be  found  at  all  trenching  upon  this  principle,  except 
that  of  Sanderson  v.  Symands.  Neither  does  that,  when  carefully  looked 
at.  That  was  the  case  of  a  policy,  in  which  words  were  conditionally 
inserted,  subject  to  the  assent  of  the  several  underwriters.  In  Lang- 
horn  V.  Cologan^  4  Taunt.  330,  the  insertion  of  a  subject-matter  of 
insurance,  after  the  execution  of  the  policy,  was  held  to  avoid  the 
instrument,  except  as  to  those  of  the  underwriters  who  had  assented  to 
it.  [Maule,  J.  It  may  be  that  the  several  and  distinct  nature  of  a 
policy  of  insurance,  rebuts  the  inference  of  fraud  that  would  arise  from 
an  alteration  of  an  instrument  of  a  different  nature.]  Probably  that 
may  be  one  ground  for  distinguishing  policies  of  insurance  from  other 
instruments.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  In  Langhom  v.  Cohgan^  the  action  was 
brought  upon  the  policy  in  its  altered  state,  against  one  who  had  not 
entered  into  the  contract  with  which  he  was  charged.  It  hardly  needed 
a  decision,  that,  under  such  circumstances,  no  liability  could  arise.]  In 
Campbell  v.  Christie,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  0.  64,  a  policy  of  insurance  from 
Calmar  to  Portsmouth  was  altered,  with  the  consent  of  some  of  the 
underwriters,  by  inserting  the  words  **  or  Weymouth,"  after  Portsmouth ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on  the  altered 
policy  against  an  underwriter  who  was  ignorant  of  the  alteration  at  the 
time  it  was  made,  even  although,  upon  being  informed  of  the  alteration, 
he  said  that  he  would  not  take  advantage  of  it.  Lord  Abinger,  in 
Davidson  v.  Cooper,  11  M.  4;  W.  802,  says :  "  We  may  add,  that  the 
doctrine  of  Pigofs  case  has  been  applied  to  policies  of  assurance, 
•1901  *^^^g^  ^^  operation  •has  been,  it  may  be  said,  eluded,  by  con- 
sidering a  policy  as  a  peculiar  instrument,  embracing  several 
contracts  with  different  individuals.  The  case  has  not  been  distinguished 
on  the  ground  that  the  doctrine  was  limited  to  deeds  and  instruments  of 
a  similar  character, — such  as  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory  notes." 
[Maule,  J.  I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  argued  that  the  inserted 
words  applied  to  the  bulk  of  the  sugar.  My  brother  Erle  must  have 
considered  that  they  applied  to  the  sample  only;  otherwise  he  would  not 
have  held  the  alteration  to  be  immaterial.]  An  alteration  that,  in  any 
degree,  affects  the  mode  of  execution  of  the  contract,  must  be  material. 
Wilde,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  substance  of  the  fifth  plea  in 
this  case  was  proved,  viz.  that,  after  the  making  of  the  contract  declared 
on,  it  was,  without  the  defendants'  assent,  altered  by  the  plaintiff  in  a 
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nsteuJ  partieiilar.  The  words  ''of  their  own  manufacture/'  though 
written  at  the  bottom  of  the  paper  containing  the  contract,  must  be  read 
as  introduced  into  the  body  of  it,  at  the  place  where  the  asterisk  is 
inserted.  A  question  may  arise  as  to  whether  those  words  were  intended 
to  apply  to  the  bulk,  or  were  only  descriptive  of  the  sample.  But  it 
spears  to  me  that,  whether  they  were  intended  to  apply  to  the  one  or 
to  the  other,  the  effect  is,  to  avoid  the  contract.  I  am  inclined  to  read 
those  words  as  applicable  to  the  bulk :  but  I  am  quite  content  to  assume 
that  they  were  intended  to  describe  the  sample  only ;  their  effect  still  is, 
to  change  the  whole  effect  and  operation  of  the  contract.  The  learned 
judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  alteration 
was  not  material,  because  it  did  not  vary  the  duty  of  the  sellers,  that  is, 
did  not  impose  upon  them  the  duty  of  delivering  an  article  different 
from  that  which  they  had  contracted  to  deliver.  That  opinion,  of  course, 
rested  upon  the  footing  that  the  interpolated  *  words  were  re-  r^c-iqi 
stricted  to  the  sample.  But,  assuming  that  the  alteration  does  ^ 
not  vary  the  duty  of  the  sellers,  it  may  still  alter  the  situation  and 
the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  may  well  be,  that  it  might  be  important  to 
die  bayer  that  the  sample  should  be  of  Messrs.  Wackerbarth's  manufac- 
ture. That  he  deemed  that  material,  is  quite  clear.  Would  he  not  have 
had  a  right  to  complain  if  the  sample  had  turned  out  not  to  have  been 
of  their  manufacture,  notwithstanding  it  had  been  equal  in  quality  with 
sugars  of  their  manufacture  ?  Might  not  the  buyer  have  had  an  action 
for  breach  of  warranty,  or  for  misrepresentation  ?  If  it  could  affect  the 
buyer's  rights  in  any  respect,  the  alteration  will  equally  avoid  the  con- 
tract, though,  in  other  respects,  it  leaves  the  duty  to  be  performed  by 
the  sellers,  unchanged.  Under  the  contract,  as  altered,  the  defendants 
had  two  duties  to  perform, — the  one,  that  the  sample  was  of  their 
manufacture, — the  other,  that  the  bulk  should  be  equal  in  quality  with 
ihe  sample.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  alteration  might  be 
very  material,  and  that  it  consequently  avoided  the  contract. 

The  plea  seeks  to  avoid  the  contract  on  the  ground  of  an  unauthorised 
alteration  by  the  plaintiff  in  a  material  particular.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
deal  further  with  the  plea  than  to  see  whether  or  not  it  is  substantially 
proved, — ^which  I  think  it  was.  But  then  it  is  said  that  the  plea  sets 
out  an  alteration  in  a  particular  that  is  not  established.  Assuming  that 
to  be  so, — ^though  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  admit  it, — enough,  I 
think,  was  proved  to  establish  a  good  defence.  If  it  were  necessary  that 
the  entire  plea  should  be  proved,  the  objection  of  variance  should  have 
been  taken  at  nisi  prius.  The  only  question,  however,  that  was  there 
discussed,  was,  as  to  the  materiality  of  the  alteration.  If  the  objection 
had  been  pointedly  urged  on  that  occasion,  it  might  have  been  obviated 
by  an  application  to  the  judge  to  amend.  I  therefore  think  that  r^^^^ 
that  objection  is  not  *open  to  the  plaintiff  now.     A  sufficient  ^ 
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defence  having  been  clearly  established,  the  defendants  are,  in  my  judg- 
ment, entitled  to  have  a  verdict  entered  for  them  npon  this  plea. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first  question  to  be 
considered,  is,  ^hat  is  the  meaning  of  the  contract,  as  altered  ?  Some 
doubt  has  arisen  whether  the  words  inserted  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  boQght- 
note,  should  be  referred  to  the  words  "  crushed  sugar,"  or  to  the  words 
"  as  per  sample."  But,  upon  consideration,  I  think  they  must  be  tak^i 
to  refer  to  the  sample.  The  words  ^^  as  per  sample,"  and  the  mark  of 
reference  to  the  added  words  "  of  their  own  manufacture,"  are  both, 
within  the  parenthesis :  and  the  strict  grammatical  construction  would 
refer  them  to  the  immediate  antecedent.  It  is  true,  that,  speculating 
upon  probabilities,  one  would  think,  that,  when  speaking  of  the  manm- 
facture,  the  party  would  intend  the  bulk.  But  I  do  not  think  we  hav« 
any  right  to  speculate  at  all,  when  we  are  called  upon  to  put  a  legal  con- 
struction on  a  written  instrument.  In  my  judgment,  therefore,  the 
alteration  in  the  contract  imports  into  it  a  statement  or  warranty  that 
the  samples  were  of  the  defendants'  own  manufacture.  It  is  quite  true  that 
this  nay  operate  no  alteration  in  the  duty  of  the  sellers.  But,  although 
it  may  not  have  the  effect  of  extending  their  duty,  it  is  a  variation  of  the 
representation  accompanying  the  contract;  and  might  be  material  in 
some  states  of  circumstances  that  might  have  arisen.  The  fifth  plea, 
then,  was  proved  in  all  respects,  except  in  the  allegation  of  the  particu- 
lar purport  and  effect  of  the  alteration.  That,  however,  is  a  variance 
that  was  not  made  ground  of  objection  at  the  trial.  The  only  objection 
was,  that  the  plea  was  not  proved,  because  the  alteration,  whatever  its 
effect,  was  an  immaterial  one.  Had  the  specific  objection  been  taken  then, 
the  defendants  might  have  asked  for  an  amendment.  The  agreement 
♦-inq-i  *^®  parties  entered  into  at  nisi  prius  was,  that  a  verdict  *8houId 
^  be  entered  for  the  defendants,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  alteration,  was  material. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  the  alteration  of  the  contract  in  this  case 
was  a  material  one :  and  I  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice,  that  it  is 
unnecessary  for  us  to  determine  whether  such  alteration  had  reference 
to  the  bulk  or  to  the  sample  only.  I  am  rather  disposed  to  agree  with  my 
brother  Coltman,  that  the  position  of  the  mark  of  reference,  shows  that 
the  additional  words  are  to  be  read  in  connexion  with  those  within  the 
parenthesis,  and  that,  if  it  had  been  intended  that  they  should  apply  to 
the  bulk,  it  would  have  been  more  natural  to  place  the  reference  to  them 
before  the  parenthesis.  In  either  view,  the  alteration  is  a  material  one, 
and  the  plea  proved  in  substance.  I  apprehend  it  to  be  quite  clear  that 
an  alteration  vitiates  a  written  instrument,  where  it  is  in  a  material  part ; 
and  that  it  is  no  answer  to  the  objection  to  say  that  the  alteration  is  not 
made  in  respect  of  the  duty,  of  the  breach  of  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plains. It  would  be  easy  to  conceive  a  state  of  circumstances  in  whicfh 
the  presence  or  absence  of  the  interpolated  words  might  make  a  very 


6  MANmNO^  6ram«er,  &  Scott.  193 

material  difference  in  the  situation  of  the  parties.  The  plaintiff  has 
altered  the  contract  so  as  to  introdnce  into  it  at  least  a  representation 
that  the  sample  was  of  the  defendants'  mannfactore.  If  he  should  sue 
or  be  sued  upon  the  contract,  it  might  be  very  material  to  him  to  show 
that  the  sample  was  represented  to  be  of  the  defendants'  manufacture. 
I^  by  Tirtne  of  the  insertion  of  the  words,  the  instrument  would  have  a 
new  and  a  different  operation  from  that  which  it  originally  had,  the  altera- 
tKm  doee  not  become  the  less  material  because  in  certain  conceivable  dr- 
CBmstances  it  might  be  unimportant.  To  hold  this  not  to  be  such  an 
altoation  as  avoids  the  contract,  would  be  to  give  a  degree  of  narrow- 
i  to  the  rule,  that  is  inconsistent  with  Pigot'%  case. 


*With  respect  to  the  variance  between  the  construction  which  r#i  04 
I  am  disposed  to  put  upon  the  contract,  and  the  sense  which  is  ^ 
given  to  it  in  the  plea, — ^I  think  the  plea  would  have  been  sufficient  if  it 
had  omitted  the  matter  that  follows  the  viddieet.  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  matter  which  is  unnecessarily  alleged  in  a  plea,  may  be  disregarded 
in  proof.fa)  And,  if  that  were  not  so,  I  concur  with  the  lord  chief  jus- 
tice, and  my  brother  CoLTifAN,  in  thinking,  that,  as  the  objection  was 
not  taken  at  the  trial,  it  is  too  late  to  urge  it  now.  This  is  precisely  the 
kind  of  case  to  which  the  power  of  amendment  was  intended  to  apply. 
Bekfte  the  new  rules,  there  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  two  counts.  I 
am  disposed  to  think,  that,  since  the  new  rules,  the  allegation  might 
have  been  in  the  (iUemative. 

y.  WiLLiAMB,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  doctrine  of  PigoVs 
ease,  as  to  alterations  in  deeds^  has  since  been  extended  to  all  instm* 
Bents  oomprehending  words  of  contract.  I  think  the  alteration  in  this 
contract  is  material,  and  fatal  to  its  validity,  and  that  the  plea  was  sub- 
stantially proved. 

I  also  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  court  in  thinking,  that,  the  objection 
as  to  the  variance  not  having  been  taken  at  the  trial,  it  would  be 
extremely  wrong  to  allow  it  to  be  taken  now,  when  the  point  reserved  is 
decided  in  favour  of  the  defendants.  Rule  absolute.(i) 

fa)  Vide  King  t.  Normon,  4  Man.,  6r.  &  S.  884,  896 ;  1  Wms.  Sannd.  346,  n.  (2);  2  Wmi. 
Snnd.  63  b,  n.  a);  63  e;  806,  n.  (22). 

(t)  The  object  of  the  buyer  in  dtering  the  aold-note,  would  aeem  to  haTe  been,  to  raise  an 
implied  warranty  that  the  bulk  ahoold  be  of  the  defendants'  manufacture,  from  an  express  rep- 
lesentstioD  that  the  sample  was  so.  The  buyer  probably  thought  that  he  had  secured  this 
oljset  by  obiajmng  the  assaat  of  the  broker,  treatiog  him  as  the  qgent  of  the  sellers,  which 
be,  no  doubt,  had  once  been :  he  ncTer  had  authority  to  make  a  Mteottd  contract  between  the 
parties,  by  altering  the  terms  of  the  first.  The  plaintiff  originally  declared  upon  the  contrac* 
in  its  altmd  fcna. 
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*196]  •HUMBLESTONE  v.  WELHAM.    Nw.  28. 

The  defendant,  appearing  and  consenting  to  an  order  for  a  writ  to  try  the  utice  (two 
being  joined),  was  held  to  be  estopped  from  moving  to  set  aside  the  writ,  which  directed 
the  sheriff  to  try  "  the  ufttet,*'  although  he  objected  at  th€  trial,  that  the  writ  was  not 
warranted  by  the  order. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit.    Pleas,  non  assnmpsity  ud  pftyment. 

On  the  15th  of  January  last,  an  order  was  made  by  a  judge  at  chambers^ 
upon  the  appearance,  and  by.  the  consent,  of  both  parties,  for  a  writ  of 
toial.  The  order  was,  to  try  the  i»%u€  joined  between  the  parties :  the 
writ  directed  the  sheriff  to  try  the  i%mes. 

The  cause  was  tried  on  Thursday,  the  18th  instant,  the  defendant's 
attorney  attending,  and  objecting,  before  the  jury  were  sworn,  that,  by 
reason  of  the  irregularity,  the  undersheriff  had  no  jurisdiction.  A  yer- 
diet  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  19i., 

BaU  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  trial.  Towen  v.  Turner j 
4  D.  &  L.  177,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  this  is  an  irregularity, 
and  the  trial  a  nullity;  although,  in  that  case,  as  the  objection  had 
not  been  taken  before  the  undersheriff,  the  court  held  it  to  be  waived. 
[MauIiE,  J.  The  writ  of  trial  is  right,  though  the  order  may  have  been 
irregular :  but  that  is  waived  by  the  lapse  of  time.]  The  writ  is  not 
warranted  by  the  order,  from  which  alone  it  derives  its  efficacy.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  When  the  judge's  order  was  served,  the  defendant  had  notice  that 
it  directed  a  writ  to  issue  to  try  the  i»9ue  joined  between  the  parties : 
and,  when  he  received  notice  of  trial,  he  became  aware  of  the  variance 
between  the  order  and  the  writ.  He  should  at  once  have  returned  the 
notice.]    The  defendant  has  sworn  to  merits. 

*1961  *  ^^i^^B)  C!.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule 
in  this  case.  It  appears  that  a  summons  was  taken  out  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  an  order ;  but  that  the  defendant 
appeared  and  consented  to  an  order  for  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  trial. 
The  order  was,  for  a  writ  to  try  the  mue  joined.  How  did  the  parties 
understand  that  ?  Why,  clearly  that  it  was  for  the  trial  of  all  the  issues 
joined  in  the  cause.  The  irregularity  was  created  by  that  to  which  the 
defendant  was  a  consenting  party.  The  parties  went  down  to  trial  upon 
a  writ  that  was  in  all  respects  correct.  The  defendant  had  no  more 
information  at  the  trial  than  he  possessed  before  he  went  down.  I  think 
it  is  too  late  for  him  now  to  urge  the  objection  that  the  writ  was  not 
warranted  by  the  order ;  and  that  justice  will  be  best  administered  by 
holding  a  strict  hand  over  these  subtleties. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refused. 
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CAMPBELL  V.  SMART  and  Another.    Nov.  23. 

The  oom't  refiued  to  allow  the  dates  of  writs  of  summons  to  be  altered,  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
venting the  plaintiiT's  claim  from  being  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

A  WRIT  of  snmmons  issued  against  the  above  defendants  on  the  11th 
of  January  last,  for  the  purpose  of  saving  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
was  returned  nan  est  inventus  on  the  9th  of  June.  On  the  last-mentioned 
day,  a  second  writ  issued  for  the  purpose .  of  continuing  the  first  writ 
The  second  writ  expired  on  Sunday,  the  7th  instant.  On  Monday,  the 
8^  the  plaintiff's  attorney  attended  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  a  third 
writ,  when  he  discovered  that  he  was  too  late.  Upon  an  affidavit  of  the 
tsuctB,  and  alleging,  that  the  first  writ  would  have  been  in  time  had  it 


lasoed  on  the  18th  of  ^January,  and  that  unless  the  court  would 
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grant  the  relief  prayed,  the  plaintiff  would  be  barred  of  his  claim 
by  the  statute  of  limitations, 

DowUng,  Serjt.,  moved  that  the  date  of  the  first  writ  might  be  altered 
to  the  18th  of  January,  and  that  corresponding  alterations  might  be 
made  in  the  subsequent  writs.  [Wilbe,  C.  J.  The  12th  section  of  the 
2W.  4,  c.  89,  expressly  enacts  that  "every  writ  issued  by  authority  of 
Ais  act,  shall  bear  date  on  the  day  on  which  the  same  shall  be  issued." 
What  authority  have  we  to  make  the  amendment  now  asked  ?]  The 
ooorts  have,  on  several  occasions,  allowed  the  writ  to  be  amended.  In 
JSeeUs  V.  Colsy  8  M.  &  W.  587,  a  writ  of  summons  was  amended,  by 
altering  it  from  d^  to  assumpsitj  more  than  six  months  after  it  was 
issoed,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that  no  fresh  writ  could  issue,  by  reason 
of  the  statute  of  limitations.  So,  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  10  M.  k  W. 
476,  indorsements  of  the  day  of  the  return,  &c.,  were  allowed.  [Maulb, 
J.  According,  and  not,  as  here,  contrary  to,  the  truth.]  In  Lakin  v. 
Watsanj  C.  b  M.  685,  and  Brown  v.  Fullertan,  18  M.  k  W.  556,  2  D.  &; 
L.  251,  the  name  of  a  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  be  added.  [Maule,  J. 
The  10th  section  of  the  2  W.  4,  c.  39,  enacts  "  that  no  writ  issued  by 
authority  of  this  act,  shall  be  in  force  for  more  than  four  calendar 
months  from  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  including  the  day  of  such 
date ;  but  every  writ  of  summons  and  capias  may  be  continued  by  alias 
and  pluries,  as  the  case  may  require,  if  any  defendant  therein  named 
may  not  have  been  arrested  or  served  therewith :  provided  always,  that 
no  first  writ  shall  be  available  to  prevent  the  operation  of  any  statute 
whereby  the  time  for  the  commencement  of  the  action  *may  be  r^i  go 
limited,  unless  the  defendant  shall  have  been  arrested  thereon, 
or  served  therewith,  or  proceedings  to  or  towards  outlawry  shall  be  had 
thereupon,  or  unless  such  writ,  and  every  writ  (if  any)  issued  in  continu- 
ation of  a  preceding  writ,  shall  be  returned  mm  est  inventus,  and  entered 
of  record,  within  one  calendar  month  next  after  the  expiration  thereof, 
including  the  day  of  such  expiration,  and  unless  every  writ  issued  in 
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continuation  of  a  preceding  writ,  shall  be  issued  within  one  such  calendai 
month  after  the  expiration  of  the  preceding  writ,  and  shall  contain  a 
memorandum  indorsed  thereon,  or  subscribed  thereto,  specifying  the  day 
of  the  date  of  the  first  writ  and  return, — to  be  made  in  bailable  process, 
by  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  the  writ  shall  be  directed,  or  his 
saocessor  in  office,  and,  in  process  not  bailable,  by  the  plaintiff  or  his 
attorney  suing  out  the  same,  as  the  case  may  be,"  The  amendment  of 
the  indorsement  seems  to  be  a  violation  of  the  statute.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
It  would  equally  seem  to  be  a  violation  of  the  statute  so  to  alter  a  wrH 
issued  agunst  one  defendant  as  to  make  it  appear  as  if  it  had  originally 
been  issued  against  two.  The  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  Roberts  r. 
Batty  6  Ad.  &  E.  778,  declined  to  act  upon  Lakin  v.  Watson.  It  strikes 
me  that  Roberts  v.  Bate  is  the  better  decision  of  the  two.]  In  OtUver-- 
mil  V.  Nugee,  16  M.  &  W.  559,  4  D.  &  L.  80,  the  court  of  Exchequer 
permitted  cUias  ajid  pluries  writs  of  summons  to  be  amended,  by  indorsing 
thereon  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  first  writ  of  summons,  and  of  the  return 
thereto,  in  order  to  save  the  statute  of  limitations,  notwithstanding  the  2 
W.  4,  c.  89,  s.  10.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  there  said :  "  The  question  in  this  caso 
really  is,  whether  the  authority  of  the  court  to  amend  its  own  records, 
is  put  an  end  to  by  the  uniformity-of-process  act.  We  are  all  of  opinion 
*1991  *^^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^*  ^^^  power  of  amendment  is  inherent  in  the 
•^  court,  wherever  there  is  anything  to  amend  by."  And  Aldbr- 
BON,  B.,  said:  "Soon  after  the  passing  of  the  uniformity-of-process 
act,  the  courts  held  that  they  had  no  power  to  amend  writs  under  that 
Statute ;  but  the  evil  of  refusing  an  amendment,  in  the  case  of  the  sta* 
tute  of  limitations,  convinced  us  that  we  had  come  to  an  improvident 
resolution,  and  we  found  it  necessary  to  retrace  our  steps.  We  amend, 
therefore,  in  certain  cases,  where  we  can  see,  from  our  own  records, 
what  is  the  amendment  that  ought  to  be  made."  So,  here,  the  amend- 
ment prayed  is  within  the  power  of  the  court,  independently  of  the 
uniformity-of-process  act. 

Wilde.  C.  J.  My  present  impression  is,  that  we  have  no  authority 
to  do  that  which  is  asked,  and  whidli  certainly  goes  very  far  beyond 
what  any  of  the  cases  cited  would  warrant.  We  are,  in  effect,  called 
upon  to  permit  an  amendment  in  a  particular  that  is  within  the  express 
and  positive  prohibition  of  the  statute.  The  2  W.  4,  c.  89,  s.  12,  says 
that  every  writ  issued  by  authority  of  that  act  shall  bear  date  on  the 
day  on  wUch  the  same  shall  be  issued.  Here,  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  have 
the  date  of  his  several  writs  altered,  in  order  to  make  it  appear  that  they 
were  issued  otherwise  than  the  fact  warrants.  I  think  it  cannot  be  done. 
But,  as  we  are  told  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  will  be  absolutely  barred, 
unless  the  amendment  is  allowed,  we  will  look  further  into  the  authorities. 

Our.  adv.  rmU. 

Wildb,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  This  was  an 
application  for  leave  to  amend  two  writs  of  summons,  by  altering  their 
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dalM  and  returns,  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  a  defence  arising  out  of  the 
statute  of  limitationB.  It  appeared  to  the  court,  when  the  ^motion  |-«oaa 
vas  made,  that  it  was  one  that  they  had  no  power  to  entertain.  ^ 
Several  cases,  however,  were  cited,  in  which  the  courts  had  permitted 
amendments  to  be  made  in  writs  of  summons,  and  some  for  the  express 
porpoee  of  preventing  the  plaintiff's  claim  from  being  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Being  anxious  to  assist  the  plaintiff,  and  to  pre- 
vent injostice,  we  took  time  to  look  more  deliberately  into  the  authorities. 
We  have  since  carefully  examined  all  the  cases  in  which  writs  have  been 
allowed  to  be  amended ;  and  we  find  none  that  is  applicable  to  the 
]ffeeent.  The  uniformity-of-process  act  expressly  requires  every  writ 
issued  under  its  authority,  to  bear  date  on  the  day  on  which  it  shall  be 
issued.  We  are  asked  to  alter  the  date  of  the  first  writ,  by  making  it 
q^peu*  to  have  been  issued  at  a  later  period.  What  is  the  ground  upon 
which  it  is  suggested  that  the  court  ought  so  to  deal  with  the  process,  in 
defiance  of  the  statute!  Because  it  is  said  the  plwitiff's  claim. will 
edterwise  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  It  was,  however,  the 
very  object  of  &e  late  enactment,  that,  under  circumstances  like  these, 
the  defendant  should  have  the  benefit  of  that  statute.  We  are  asked  to 
allow  a  false  date  to  be  recorded,  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  the  defend- 
ant from  a  defence  the  law  has- provided  for  him,  when  we  know  nothing 
whatever  of  the  merits.  It  is  enough  to  say,  that,  the  uniformity-of- 
prooeas  act  having  directed  that  every  writ  shall  bear  a  true  date,  no 
sufficient  reason  has  been  assigned  for  altering  these  writs,  by  introducing 
a  false  date.  We  therefore  think  on  principle,  that  we  have  no  authority 
to  grant  the  application.  Rule  refu8ed.(a) 

^IhwUngy  Serjt.,  afterwards  obtained  leave  to  enter  the  last  r^qr.^ 
writ,  of  the  day  on  which  it  was  first  offered,  viz.  the  8th  instant,  ^ 
puisaant  to  the  case  of  M'KeUar  v.  Beddte,  5  Scott,  N.  B.  192 

(a)  See  the  cues  collected  in  a  note  to  Wood  v.  H»me,  4  D.  &  L.  136. 

See  abo  GoodthUd  v.  Leadham,  1  Exch.  706|  where  Pollock,  C.  B.,  aaya  that  "  the  estab- 
liahed  practice  of  the  coort  with  reference  to  amendments  ia  this,*— that,  whateyer  could  have 
been  done  before  the  uniformity-of-proceaa  act  will  be  done  now.'*  And  Parks,  B.,  adds : 
'*Tbe  practice  of  the  court  is  settled  by  the  cases  oi  Brovon  y.  FulUrton,  13  M.  &  W.  556,  and 
Ckrhtie  y.  Bdl,  16  M.  &  W.  669.  It  must  not,  howeyer,  be  taken  that  all  the  judges  were 
eoimltad  prericraaly  to  those  decisions.  The  matter  nnderwent  great  discussion,  and  was  not 
finally  settled,  though  we  laid  down  a  rule  in  this  court  different  from  that  on  which  the 
B^ority  of  the  judges  were  disposed  to  act.  We  agreed  to  abide  by  that  rule,  and  not  to 
mieod  proeese  except  in  two  cases,  that  is,  Indiere  the  penalty  of  the  blunder  would  be  so  great 
••  to  amount  to  a  loss  of  the  entire  debt,  and  where  the  writ,  by  misuke,  yaried  from  tho 
With  those  two  exceptions,  we  adhere  to  the  general  rule.*' 
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CATTLIN  V.  BARKER.    Nov.  28. 

A  witnev  called  for  the  plaintiff,  in  answering  a  qnestion  put  to  him  by  the  defendant's  counsel 
on  cross-examination,  added  a  statement  which  was  not  evidence,  anid  of  which  the  judge  did 
not  make  a  note.  The  plaintiif 's  counsel  in  his  reply,  observing  upon  the  statement  so  made, 
was  interrupted  by  one  of  the  jury,  who  had  understood  the  statement  in  a  sense  opposite  to 
the  truth.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  thereupon  asked  the  judge  to  recall  the  witness,  in  order 
that  the  mistake  might  be  corrected.  The  judge  refused  to  do  so,  saying  that  the  statement 
was  not  evidence,  and  told  the  jury  that  they  must  not  take  it  into  their  consideration  f^ 
Heldf  that  the  decision  of  the  judge  was  correct;  and  that  the  possibilityof  the  jury's  having 
permitted  their  verdict  to  be  influenced  by  the  statement,  was  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

Assumpsit,  on  an  attorney's  bill.  Plea,  non  assumpsit.  The  eaose 
was  tried  before  Grbsswell^  J.,  at  the  last  sitting  in  Middlesex  in  this 
term. 

The  defendant,  an  advertising  agent  in  London,  haying  a  demand 
against  The  Eastem-and-Northem-Coonties-Jnnction-Railwaj  Company 
to  the  amount  of  10002.,  actions  were,  in  May,  1846,  commenced  in  his 
^^^^.  name  against  two  of  the  members  of  the  provisional  ^committee, 

"-I  Thompson  and  Stead.  The  present  action  was  brought  to  recover 
the  costs  incurred  on  those  occasions.  The  defence  was,  that  these 
actions  had  been  brought  at  the  instance,  and  upon  the  retainer,  of  the 
company,  with  a  view  of  compelling  Thompson  and  Stead  to  eontribnte 
to  a  fund  for  the  liquidation  of  the  demands  against  the  company :  the 
defendant.  Barker,  having,  for  that  purpose,  been  introduced  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  company's  secretary. 

The  plaintiff's  managing  clerk,  who  was  called  to  prove  the  instructions 
given  by  the  defendant,  being  asked,  on  cros»-ezamination,  whether  Mr. 
Gattlin  was  not  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  then  plaintiff  in  the  cause 
of  Barker  v.  Steady  replied  that  he  was,  but  added  that  ^^Mr.  Gattlin  on 
that  occasion  stated,  that  he  was  not  retained  by  the  company  to  bring 
the  action,  but  by  Barker." 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  commenting  on  this  answer  in  his  address  to  the 
jury  in  reply,  the  foreman  interrupted  him,  stating,  that,  according  to 
the  note  he  took  of  the  witness's  answer,  it  was  exactly  the  reverse. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  thereupon  asked  the  learned  judge  to  allow  the 
witness  to  be  recalled,  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  the  mistake.  He, 
however,  declined  to  do  so,  observing  that  the  statement  of  the  witness 
was  not  evidence,  and  that  he  had  made  no  note  of  it.  And,  in  his  sum 
ming  up,  his  lordship  cautioned  the  jury  against  giving  any  effect  to  it 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  defendant, 

H.  JameSj  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  moved  for  a  new  trial.  He 
submitted  that  the  mistake  of  the  foreman,  in  a  matter  that  had  evidently 
produced  an  impression  on  the  minds  of  the  jury,  and  was  calculated  to 
influence  their  verdict,  made  it  imperative  on  the  learned  judge  to  recall 
^n(i<r{  the  witness  for  the  purpose  of  explanatiqp.  *[Maulb,J.  It  would, 
-J  in  effect,  be  calling  a  witness  to  prove  that  another  witness  bad, 
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in  tbe  ooQTse  of  the  trial,  said  sometliing  different  from  what  some  of  the 
jury  had  understood  him  to  say.  My  brother  Cresswell  probably  thought 
that  that  was  not  the  proper  subject  of  evidence,  even  by  the  same  wit- 
ness.] The  learned  judge  refused  to  allow  the  witness  to  be  recalled, 
hecauae  the  answer  he  had  given  was  not  evidence  at  all.  It  was  the 
very  gist  of  the  cause.  [Maulb,  J.  The  negative  would  have  been 
evidence :  but  not  what  the  witness  did  say.]  Whether  evidence  or  not, 
the  answer  was  calculated  to  influence  the  jury,  and  therefore  it  was 
important  that  it  should  be  correctly  understood.  [  Wilde,  0.  J.  The 
jury  may  have  been  unduly  influenced  by  the  misunderstanding.  We 
will  therefore  speak  to  my  brother  Cresswell  before  we  decide.] 

The  verdict  was  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Cut.  adv.  vuU. 

WiLDBy  G.  J.,  now  said:  In  this  case  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  was 
moved  for  upon  two  grounds, — ^first,  misdirection  of  the  judge,  or  mis- 
caiTiage, — secondly,  that  the  verdict  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  an  attorney's  bill: 
and  the  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  been  retained 
by  the  defendant,  or  by  some  one  else.  The  contention  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  was,  that  the  work  *had  been  done  upon  the  retainer  of  the 
secretary  of  an  abortive  railway  company,  the  actions  having  been  brought 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  two  of  the  members  of  the  provisional 
committee  to  contribute  to  the  liquidation  of  the  debts  of  the  company. 
The  plaintiff's  managing  clerk  being  called  for  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  a 
retainer  by  the  defendant,  the  counsel  for  the  latter  asked  him,  on  cross- 
examination,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  not  ^examined  as  a  wit-  rtoA4 
on  the  trial  of  one  of  those  causes ;  to  which  he  answered  *- 


in  the  affirmative :  and  he  chose  to  add  that  "  Mr.  Cattlin  on  that  occa- 
sion stated  that  he  was  not  retained  by  the  company  to  bring  the  action, 
but  by  Barker."  That  statement  was  not  called  for  by  the  question ; 
but  was  foisted  upon  the  court  by  the  undue  eagerness  and  zeal  of  the 
witness :  and  the  learned  judge  very  properly  refrained  from  putting  it 
upon  his  notes.  It  would  be  of  most  mischievous  consequence  if  evi- 
dence could  be  so  created.  In  the  course  of  the  reply,  when  the  plain- 
tiff's coxmsel  was  adverting  to  what  had  been  thus  improperly  obtruded 
by  the  witness,  he  was  interrupted  by  one  of  the  jurymen,  who,  it 
appeared,  in  taking  a  note  of  what  the  witness  had  said,  had  mistaken 
the  purport  of  it :  whereupon  the  plaintiff's  counsel  requested  the  judge 
to  recaU  the  witness,  in  order  that  the  jury  might  be  informed  what  it 
waa  that  he  really  did  say.  The  learned  judge,  however,  observed  that 
the  statement  was  not  evidence,  and  he  therefore  declined  to  recall  the 
witness,  and  so  fix  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  a  matter  which  they  ought 
nerer  to  have  heard  at  all.  And,  in  his  summing  up,  he  expressly  told 
the  jury  that  they  must  pay  no  regard  to  the  witness's  statement.  It 
18  now  suggested  that  the  jury  permitted  themselves  to  be  influenced  by 
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"what  they  thought  the  witness  had  stated,  and  therefore  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  new  trial.  The  court,  however,  think  that  the  learned  judge  was 
quite  right  in  refusing  to  recall  the  witness,  and  that  they  cannot  pre* 
sume  that  the  jury  have  acted  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  their  duty. 
The  statement  clearly  was  not  evidence ;  and  it  was,  as  far  as  could  be, 
excluded  from  the  jury.  There  is,  therefore,  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
there  has  been  any  miscarriage.  It  would  be  very  inconvenient  to  per- 
mit an  extraneous  inquiry,  such  as  the  learned  judge  here  was  called 
upon  to  enter  into. 

*2051  *^  ^^  ^^^  second  ground  upon  which  the  rule  was  moved,  the 
*^  learned  judge  reports  to  us  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the  verdict, 
and  thinks  that  a  verdict  the  other  way  would  have  been  much  more 
open  to  objection.  We  have  read  his  notes,  and  we  entirely  agree  with 
him  in  thinking  that  there  is  no  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

Bule  refiosed. 


HENRY  JOLL  and  Another  v.  GEORGE  AUGUSTUS  FREDE- 
RICK LOUIS  HOWE,  commonly  called  Viscount  CURZON. 

Nov.  24. 

A  rule  nut  for  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  intitvM 
"  H.  J.,  plaintiff,  and  6.  A.  F.  L.  Curion,  commonly  called  Viscount  Curzon,  defendanty" 
the  title  of  the  cause  being  "  H.  J,  y.  G.  A,  P.  L,  Howe,  commonly  called  Viscount  Cur» 
ton:" — HieM,  insufficient, 

Eeane,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  com- 
mission to  examine  a  witness  residing  in  Ireland. 

KnowleSf  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  the 
rule  was  moved,  was  defectively  intituled,  the  defendant  being  therein 
described  as  ^'George  Augustus  Frederick  Louis  Curzon,  commonly 
called  Viscount  Curzon."  [Maule,  J.  ^^  Commonly  called  Viscount 
Curzon,"  is  mere  surplusage.] 

Keane  submitted  that  the  affidavit  designated  the  cause  with  sufficient 
-precision,  referring  to  Lomax  v.  Kilpin^  16  Law  Joum.  N.  S.,  Ezch.  23, 
where  affidavits  in  support  of  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit, 
iintituled  ^^JEdward  Lomaxj  plaintiff,  v.  William  Welh  Kilpittj  defendant," 
♦OftAl  *^®  defendant  having  been  described  as  W.  W.  Kilpin  •in  the  writ 
-I  of  summons,  were  held  sufficient.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  There  the 
jiffidavit  followed  the  appearance  of  the  party.]  This  case  differs  materially 
Torn  that  of  Munden  v.  TJ^  Duke  of  Brunstvickj  4  Man.,  Gr.  k  8.  821, 
4  D.  &  L.  807. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  affidavits  clearly  are  incorrectly  intituled.  The 
<»mmission  is  asked  for  in  a  cause  that  has  no  existence.  The  rule  must, 
therefore,  be  discharged. 

Knoufles  asked  for  costs. 

Sedper  curiam.  When  a  rule  is  disposed  of  on  a  technical  objection, 
costs  are  never  allowed.  Bule  discharged,  without  costs. 
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mBWTON  and  Wife  v.  BOODLE  and  Others.    Nov.  24. 

Hie  pUmtiff  carried  in  the  roll,  and  gave  the  defendant  (who  had  obtained  the  verdict)  notice 
to  complete  it.  The  defendant'a  attorney  finding  the  roll  apparently  complete  down  to  the  end 
of  the  poMtea,  merely  added  the  nsnal  entry  of  the  amount  of  costs  adjudged  to  the  defendant. 
A  writ  of  error  being  afterwards  brought,  it  was  objected  by  the  plaintiff,  before  the  court 
of  error,  that  there  was  no  entry  of  the  retnm  of  the  niti  jtrimt  record ;  whereupon  |he  judg- 
Buent  was  postponed,  in  order  to  give  the  defendant  an  opportunity  to  apply  to  tOT^court  to 
amend  the  record.  The  plaintiff  having  refused  to  consent  to  the  amendment,  upon  a  sum- 
moos  at  chambers,  and  there  being  ground  for  supposing  the  omission  to  have  been  the 
act  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  — the  court  made  a  mle  absolute  for  amending  the  reco^  at  his 


Thb  roll  in  this  case  having  heen  carried  in  by  the  plaintiffs,  apparently 
eomplete  down  to  the  end  of  the  postea^  the  defendants  were  served  with 
a  notice  requiring  them  ^^  forthwith  to  complete  the  '^judgment-  ri^o(\n 
rdL"  The  defendants'  attorney  thereupon  completed  the  roll 
from  the  point  to  which  he  found  it  had  been  continued.  A  writ  of  error 
having  been  brought,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  the 
Bzekequer  Chamber,  that  there  was  no  return  of  the  record  of  nisi  prins 
by  the  lord  chief  justice,  before  whom  the  cause  had  been  tried.  That 
oomrt  thereupon  postponed  their  judgment,  giving  the  defendants  leave 
to  apply  to  this  court  to  amend  the  record  in  this  respect. 

0re<we9y  accordingly,  on  a  former  day,  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule 
ealKng  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  cause  why  the  defendants  should  not 
be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  judgment-roll  in  this  cause,  by  adding  the 
returning  of  the  po9tea  in  this  cause  into  this  court,(a)  and  why  the 
plainti&  should  not  pay  to  the  defendants,  or  their  attorney,  the  costs 
of  and  occasioned  by  such  amendment,  and  of  this  application.  The 
ftSdavits  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  stated  that  the  entry  of  the 
proceedings  on  the  roll  had  been  made,  as  the  deponent  (the  defendants' 
attorney)  believed,  by  the  plaintiffs'  attorney,  or  some  clerk  of  his,  or  by 
the  plaintiff  Newton,  or  some  person  under  his  direction,  or  on  the  plain- 
tift'  behalf,  down  to  the  end  of  the  postea^  from  which  point  he  continued 
it ;  and  that,  a  summons  having  been  taken  out  at  chambers  to  amend 
the  record,  the  judge  declined  to  make  any  order,  the  plaintiffs  refusing 
to  consent  to  the  amendment. 

Newton  now  showed  cause,  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiffs'  attorney, 
stating  that  the  roll  was  carried  in,  in  the  ordinary  course,  by  his  clerk, 
as  far  as,  and  inclusive  of,  the  award  of  the  venire^  that  that  part  which 
^followed  the  recital  of  the  venire^  was  in  a  handwriting  totally  r*208 
unknown  to  him,  and  that  he  was  in  perfect  ignorance  who  made 
such  further  entries,  or  by  whose  directions  they  were  made.  The  cause 
was  tried  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Hilary  term,  1846.  A  bill  of 
exceptions  was  tendered ;  but  the  lord  chief  justice  died  before  it  was 
sealed :  in  consequence  of  which  the  record  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 

<e)  See  the  form,  Reg.  Gen.  Hilary  term.  4  W.4,  No.  3, 10  Bingh.  4  73,  3  N.  &  M.  11, 
lerYis*s  Rules,  4th  edit.  137. 
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associate,  and  no  return  of  the  postea  in  fact  was  ever  made.  The  court 
cannot,  therefore,  place  upon  the  record, — ^which  imports  absolute  yerity, 
— ^that  which  is  contrary  to  the  truth.  If  this  amendment  be  allowed, 
the  plaintiffs  will  have  no  opportunity  of  questioning  its  propriety  else- 
where. At  all  events,  it  will  not  be  done  at  their  costs,  but  at  the  costs 
of  the  defendants,  by  whom  the  amendment  is  required. 

CheaveSy  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  court  will  not  assume  that  the 
associate  or  any  one  else,  has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  with  refer- 
ence to  the  return  of  the  postea.  Posteas  are  never  returned  in  any 
other  way  than  was  done  here.  The  defective  entry  on  the  roll  was  not 
the  act  of  the  defendants  or  their  attorney.  But  it  is  quite  clear  that 
it  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  with  their  privity.  Newton  himself,  who 
probably  could  explain  it,  has  made  no  affidavit.  And,  as  the  plaintiffs 
have  unnecessarily  put  the  defendants  to  the  expense  of  coming  to  the 
court,  they  ought  to  pay  the  costs. 

WxLDE,  G.  J.  This  cause  was  tried  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Hilary  term,  1845 :  consequently,  the  record  should  have  been  in  court 
in  Easter  term  following.  Inasmuch  as  the  death  of  the  lord  chief  jus- 
tice did  not  take  place  until  after  Trinity  term,  1846,  all  doubt,  as  to  the 
capability  of  his  lordship  to  make  the  return,  is  out  of  the  question. 
^2091  ^^^^  ground  is  there  for  suggesting  *that  he  omitted  to  do  his 
^  duty  ?  The  rule  of  court  of  Easter  term,  2  Jac.  2,(a)  deals  with 
the  associate  as  an  officer  of  the  court,  and  is  mandatory  upon  him  to 
make  the  return.  What  is  the  associate's  duty  ?  From  the  return  of 
the  habeas  carporaj  down  to  the  time  of  signing  final  judgment,  he  has 
constantly  held  the  poeteay  as  pu  officer  of  the  court:  and  the  court 
always  deals  with  the  record  as  returned,  and  properly  in  court,  in  all 
motions  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  rule  directing  the  associate  to  retain 

(a)  "  The  King's  Majesty's  justices  of  this  place  (C.  P.)>  taking  notice  that  divers  of  His 
Miyesty's  good  subjects  of  this  realm  of  EIngland,  concerned  in  suits  depending  in  this  oourt, 
have  of  late  time  been  very  much  delayed,  and  put  to  great  trouble  and  charge  in  attendance 
and  otherwise,  by  reason  that  the  clerks  of  assise,  within  the  respective  circuits  of  this  king- 
dom, have  neglected  to  make  returns  of  the  records  of  nisi  print,  or  posteat,  in  this  court,  at 
the  days  in  banc,  as  the  law  requires,  and  as  the  antient  usage  hath  been ,  and,  through  defiuilt 
of  the  said  clerks  of  assise,  the  said  judges  of  this  court  cannot  be  legally  informed  of  the  mat- 
ters acted  at  the  assises,  which  only  can  appear  upon  the  return  of  the  posteas,  and  therefore 
are  enforced  very  often  to  defer  their  giving  of  judgment  unto  further  dajrs,  contrary  to  tlie 
good  liking  of  the  said  justices ;  whereby  the  people  are  much  prejudiced,  and  thereof  have 
made  many  oomplaints  to  this  court :  The  said  justices  being  desirous  to  prevent  like  inconve- 
niences for  the  fiture,  and  as  much  as  in  them  lieth,  to  provide  a  fit  remedy,  do  order  that 
every  clerk  of  assise  of  the  respective  circuits  within  this  realm  of  England,  and  ndso  the  asso- 
ciate of  the  lord  chief  justice  of  this  court,  shall  make  returns  of  all  poiteiu  upon  all  records 
issuing  out  of  this  court,  whereupon  any  proceedings  have  been,  by  virtue  of  any  writ  of  ntMi 
priuM,  dittringatt  hahea$  corpora  juratorum,  and  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  deliyered  to  the 
respective  prothonotaries  of  this  court  upon  the  qvarto  die  post  of  the  return  of  the  writ  of  ntct 
priu$  in  banc,  upon  pain  of  forfeiting  202.,  to  be  estreated  into  the  King's  Majesty's  exchequer ; 
and,  that  all  pretence  of  excuse  may  be  taken  away,  and  due  observation  of  this  order  may  be 
had  and  made,  it  is  further  ordered  by  the  said  justices  of  this  court,  that  the  respective  derka 
of  assise  in  the  respective  circuits,  and  also  the  said  associate  in  London  and  Middlesex,  at  the 
trial  of  every  cause  by  record  of  nisi  prius  issuing  out  of  this  court,  shall  take  the  feea  dae 
unto  them  respectively  for  the  return  of  every  such  potim,** 
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There  is  nothing  to  show  that  there  ^has  been  any  omission  r«oi/; 
Ids  case  to  do  that  which  is  nsoally  deemed  to  be  a  return  '~ 


it. 

IB  this  case  to  do  that  which  is  nsoally  < 
of  the  poBtea  into  this  conrt.  How  do  the  plaintiffs  deal  with  it  ?  They 
ffwe  notice  to  the  defendants  to  complete  the  judgment-roll,  treating 
the  posUa  as  properly  returned.  How  is  the  court  to  know  what  judg- 
ment to  give,  until  the  poitea  is  returned  ?  When  the  defendants'  attorney 
goea  to  the  office  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  roll,  he  finds  the 
poitea  entered  thereon.  Who  made  that  entry  ?  It  is  distinctly  sworn 
that  the  defendants  did  not.  The  plaintiffs'  duty  was,  to  make  up  the 
roD  down  to  the  award  of  venire;  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  successful 
party  to  complete  it  from  that  point.  The  defendants  being  the  successful 
party  here,  it  was  their  duty  to  continue  the  roll.  The  defendants'  attor- 
ney swears  that  he  did  not  do  it,  but  that  he  believes  that  the  plaintiflb 
eaiised  it  to  be  done.  In  answer  to  this,  we  have  an  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tifi'  attorney.  He  swears  that  neither  he  nor  any  clerk  of  his  entered 
tiie  poeUa  on  the  roll.  He  does  not,  however,  venture  to  say  that  he  does 
not  know  who  did  enter  it :  and  it  is  quite  consistent  with  his  affidavit, 
that  he  perfectly  well  knew  that  it  had  been  entered.  The  plaintiffis 
themselves  make  no  affidavit.  I  therefore  think  the  court  is  justified  in 
acting  upon  the  assumption  that  it  was  done  by  the  plaintiffs'  procure- 
ment. How,  then,  can  the  plaintiffs  be  heard  to  oomplain  that  the  postea 
has  never  been  returned  ?  They  were  irregular  in  entering  it  at  all ;  or, 
if  it  was  not  irregular  for  them  to  make  the  etitry,  they  have  made  it 
with  an  omission  of  their  own,  of  which  they  now  seek  to  take  advantage. 

This  is  in  the  nature  of  a  technical  omission.  The  defendants  hav- 
ing applied  by  summons  to  amend  the  record,  the  plaintiffs  refused  to 
eonsent  to  the  proposed  amendment.  The  defendants  were,  therefore, 
obliged  to  come  to  the  court.  The  question  is,  at  whose  expense 
*that  should  be  done.  I  think  the  plaintiffs  should  pay  the  costs  r«o;« ;« 
ef  amending  an  entry  which  they  so  officiously  made  out  of  the 
scope  of  their  duty.  I  am  strongly  impressed  with  the  notion  that  it  was 
purposely  done ;  and  that  justice  requires  that  the  rule  should  be  made 
aheolute  in  its  terms. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute. 


TILLAM  V.  COPP.    Nov.  24. 

An  vbitrator  has  a  general  discretion  as  to  the  mode  of  oondacting  the  inquiry  before  him. 

The  court  refused  to  eel  aside  an  award,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbitrator  had  declined  to  per- 
mit a  stranger  to  be  present  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the  defendant's  attorney  with  prae- 
tieal  hints  for  the  conduct  of  the  defence. 

Debt,  for  agricultural  work  done  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  at 
Norwood,  in  the  county  of  Surrey. 

Fleas,  except  as  to  80Z.,  never  indebted,  and,  as  to  that  sum,  payment 
into  court. 
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By  an  order  of  nisi  prioB,  bearing  date  the  16th  of  June,  1847|  the 
cause  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties,  were  referred  to 
a  barrister. 

When  the  parties  attended  before  the  arbitrator,  the  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney objected  to  the  presence  of  a  gentleman  named  Fuller,  who  accom* 
panied  the  defendant's  attorney,  for  the  purpose  of  affording  him 
assistance  in  the  conduct  of  his  case,  which  his  (the  attorney's)  ignorance 
of  farming  operations  rendered  necessary.  The  arbitrator  thereupon^ 
without  assigning  any  reason,  desired  the  individual  to  withdraw.  The 
defendant's  attorney  then  objected  to  the  arbitrator's  proceeding  with 
the  reference,  without  his  having  the  assistance  of  Fuller,  and  requested 
him  to  take  a  note  of  the  objection ;  which  the  arbitrator  said  he  would 
^n-ta-}  ^^y  ^^^  proceeded  *with  the  arbitration:  and  ultimately  the 
J  arbitrator  made  an  award  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  for  8Z.  12«.  Zd. 

WUkiiMj  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  award  should  not  be  set  aside, 
on  the  ground  of  misconduct  and  excess  of  authority,  on  the  part  of  the 
arbitrator ;  Wildb,  G.  J.,  however,  observing,  that  it  was  difficult  for  the 
court  to  control  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator,  who  is  the  judge  selected 
by  the  parties,  in  excluding  strangers,  and  that  the  mere  entering  a  pro- 
test, and  then  going  on  and  taking  the  chance  of  a  decision  in  his  favour, 
was  not  the  proper  course  to  pursue,  if  there  were  any  real  ground  of 
complaint. 

Montagu  Chambers  and  JE.  cTamet-now  showed  cause.  It  was  perfectly 
oompetent  to  the  arbitrator  to  exclude  any  person  he  pleased  from  being 
present  at  the  arbitration.  He  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  proper  mode  of 
conducting  the  inquiry :  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  suggestion  of  par- 
tiality or  corruption,  the  court  will  not  interfere.  At  all  events,  the 
objection  must  be  taken  at  once,  and  persisted  in.  The  party  cannot  be 
allowed  to  take  his  chance  of  a  decision  in  his  favour,  and  then  come  to 
impeach  the  award.  In  Matson  v.  IVoterer,  B.  k  M.  17,  an  award  wae 
held  good,  though  the  umpire  examined  the  parties  separately,  they 
having  attended  him,  and  made  no  objection.  Abbott,  G.  J.,  there  said: 
'^  It  does  not  appear  that  either  party  desired  to  be  present  when  the 
other  was  examined.  Legal  men,  indeed,  usually  examine  one  party  in 
the  presence  of  the  other ;  but,  among  mercantile  persons,  a  different 
practice  prevails.  The  umpire  here  was  a  mercantile  man;  and  the 
defendant,  not  having  expressed  a  desire  to  be  present  ^at  the 
-■  examination  of  the  plaintiff,  cannot  now  object  to  its  having  taken 
place  in  his  absence."  And,  in  SewleU  v.  Laycoch^  2  C.  &  P.  574,  it  was 
held,  that,  when  a  cause  is  referred  to  arbitration,  the  mode  of  conduct- 
ing  it  must  be  left  to  the  arbitrators ;  and  that,  if  they,  after  the  first 
or  second  meeting,  exclude  both  the  parties  and  their  attorneys,  ai\d 
examine  witnesses  privately  at  the  witnesses'  own  houses,  such  conduct 
18  no  ground  of  objection,  provided  it  does  not  proceed  from  corrupt 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  213 

moiirtB ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  if  either  party  would  take  advantage 
of  ity  lie  must  give  notice  at  the  time  that  he  intends  to  rely  on  it  as  an 
objection ;  and,  if  he  lie  by,  and  suffers  other  meetings  to  take  place, 
and,  when  the  arbitrators  are  ready  to  make  their  award,  revokes  his 
0abmi8sion,(a)  he  is  liable  in  an  action  to  the  other  party,  who  was 
desirous  of  having  the  benefit  of  the  award.  In  that  case,  Abbott,  G. 
J.,  said :  ^^  I  am  perfectly  satisfied,  in  point  of  law,  that,  if  a  party 
means  to  object  on  such  a  ground  as  that  which  is  relied  on  in  this  case, 
it  is  his  duty  to  give  notice  that  he  means  to  rely  on  it ;  otherwise  it  is 
no  answer :  for,  unless  he  gives  such  notice,  the  arbitrators  go  on,  think- 
ing that  the  objection  is  waived,  and  the  parties  are  put  to  unnecessary 
expenses.'' 

TFtZUfU,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule,  submitted,  that  the  arbitrator 
had  no  right  to  exclude  from  the  room  a  person  whose  assistance  was 
essential  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  and  without  which  he  was  utterly 
incompetent  to  do  justice  to  his  client's  case ;  and  that,  having  entered 
a  formal  protest  against  the  conduct  of  the  arbitrator,  he  had  done  all 
that  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  do  to  preserve  his  right  of  insisting  upon 
objection. 

^WiLBS,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis-  r-^a-tA 
charged.  Nothing  is  more  clear  than  that  arbitrators  have  the  ^ 
most  extensive  discretion  as  to  the  mode  of  conducting  the  inquiry  before 
them.(&)  What  was  the  conduct  of  the  defendant's  attorney?  He 
objected  to  the  arbitrator's  proceeding  with  the  reference,  without  his 
having  the  assistance  of  Fuller,  and  requested  the  arbitrator  to  take  a 
note  of  the  objection.  How  could  the  arbitrator  understand  that  to  be 
intended  as  a  protest,  or  repudiation  of  his  authority  ?  I  see  no  ground 
whatever  for  saying  that  the  arbitrator  has  at  all  exceeded  the  discretion 
which  the  law  has  invested  him  with :  or,  if  he  has,  I  think  it  quite  clear 
that  the  defendant's  attorney  waived  his  objection  to  the  arbitrator's 
proceeding  with  the  reference  in  the  absence  of  Fuller. 

Maulb,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  a  very  proper,  and  in 
some  cases  a  very  indispensable,  thing  that  arbitrators  should,  within 
proper  limits,  be  allowed  to  deviate  from  the  ordinary  rules  which  govern 
oovts  of  justice :  for  instance,  an  arbitrator  may  properly  and  conve- 
niently take  the  examination  of  a  sick  or  infirm  person  at  his  own 
house.  It  is,  therefore,  evidently  quite  fallacious  to  say  that  any  su»- 
ladon  of  misconduct  is  to  fix  upon  an  arbitrator,  because  he  has  thought 
fit  to  depart  from  the  ordinary  course  in  conducting  the  proceeding 
before  him. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  Which  oould  be  dona  before  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  b.  39. 
tf)  Be^FwlUr  ▼. JFMmdk,  3  Man.,  Gr.  &  8. 705. 
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The  court  refaaed  to  grant  a  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  a  prisoner  under  sentence  of  the  court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  a  misdemeanor,  in  order  to  discuss  the  validity  of  the  warrant  under 
which  he  was  committed. 

The  prisoner,  Richard  Dnnn,  was  detained  in  the  Queen's  prison 
under  two  several  warrants  of  commitment. 

The  first  warrant  stated  "  that  the  defendant,  ha^ng  been  this  day 
convicted  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  he  be  committed  to  the  Queen's 
prison,  there  to  remain  until  discharged  hy  due  course  of  law.'' 

The  second  warrant  stated,  that,  at  a  sitting  of  nisi  prius,  held  at  the 
Guildhall  in  London,  on  Saturday,  the  10th  of  February,  1847,  before 
Lord  Dbnman,  C.  J.,  the  defendant  "  having  been  this  day  convicted, 
by  a  jury  of  the  country,  of  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  it  is  considered 
and  adjudged  and  ordered  by  me,  the  said  cldef  justice,  that  he,  the 
said  Richard  Dunn,  for  the  said  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury,  be  impri- 
soned in  the  Queen's  prison  for  the  space  of  eighteen  calendar  months, 
to  commence  and  be  computed  from  the  day  on  which  he  shall  first  be 
taken  to  and  confined  in  the  ciaid  prison  in  execution  of  this  sentence ; 
and  that  he,  the  said  Richard  Dunn,  do  give  security  to  keep  the  peace, 
and  to  be  of  good  behaviour  to  Her  Majesty  and  all  Her  Majesty's  liege 
subjects,  and  especially  to  A.  B.  Coutts,  for  the  space  of  two  years,  — 
the  said  two  years  to  commence  and  be  computed  from  the  end  and 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  eighteen  calendar  months ;  and  that  he, 
the  said  Richard  Dunn,  do  give  security,  himself  in  100/.,  with  two 
sureties  of  50/.  each ;  and  that  he,  the  said  Richard  Dunn,  be  further 
imprisoned  until  such  securities  be  given ;  and  that  the  said  Richard 
^2161  ^^^^  ^®  committed  to  the  keeper  of  the  said  prison,  to  *be  by 
-'  him  kept  in  safe  custody  in  execution  of  this  judgment." 

PasJdey  now  moved  for  a  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  the  prisoner  to 
be  discharged,  on  the  ground  of  the  illegality  of  the  warrants  upon 
which  he  was  detained. 

The  first  warrant  is  clearly  bad,  no  definite  term  of  imprisonment 
being  mentioned  therein. 

The  second  warrant  is  equally  bad.  The  court  of  Queen's  Bench  had 
no  more  right  to  adjudge  the  prisoner  to  find  sureties  to  keep  the  peace, 
on  a  conviction  for  perjury,  than  if  he  had  been  convicted  of  forgery. 
The  warrant  is  as  bad  as  if  it  had  ordered  that  the  party  be  put  to  the 
torture  once  a  week.  [Wildb,  0.  J.  The  sureties  are  required,  not  as 
a  part  of  the  punishment,  but  as  a  precaution  and  a  measure  of  security 
to  the  public]  And  therefore  only  applicable  in  cases  of  personal  .vio- 
lence, or  threats.  In  the  case  of  ReynoldSy  in  re,  1  D.  &  L.  846,  the 
return  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  set  out  a  warrant  of  commitment,  pur- 
porting to  recite  an  order  of  quarter  sessions,  confirming  a  conviction 
under  the  9  G.  4,  c.  69,  s.  1  (the  night  poaching  act),  which  adjudged 
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the  offenders  ^*  to  find  sureties,  by  recognisance,  that  each  of  them,  the 
said  H.  R.  and  E.  H.,  should  not  offend  again  for  the  space  of  one  year 
neixt  following," — ^the  statute  authorising  security  not  to  8o  offend  again 
for  the  space  of  one  year,"  &c.:  and  the  warrant  was  held  bad; 
WiGHTMAK,  J.,  observing  that  ^Uhis  might  subject  the  parties  to  a 
bnger  term  of  imprisonment  than  the  law  permits :  the  return  is  there- 
fore  bad."  There  is  no  statute  which  authorises  the  requirement  of  such 
a  recognisance  in  the  case  of  a  conviction  for  perjury.  [Maitle,  J.  In 
the  case  of  O'Connell  y.  TJ^  Queen,  11  Clarke  &  Fin.  155,  where  the 
plaintiff  in  error  *had  been  convicted  of  conspiracy,  and  sentenced  rvoi  7 
to  a  term  of  imprisonment,  and  to  find  sureties  to  keep  the  peace  ^ 
for  a  farther  term,  every  point  that  ingenuity  could  suggest  was  most 
strenuously  urged  before  the  House  of  Lords ;  but  no  one  ever  thought 
of  taking  such  an  objection  as  ^his.]  That  was  a  case  of  violence — a 
conspiracy  to  intimidate  or  depose  the  Queen  and  her  ministers*  [Maulx, 
J.  The  object  of  the  statute  81  Gar.  2,  c.  2,  was  not  so  much  to  giye 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpusy  as  to  cause  speedy  returns.  It  does  not  apply 
to  this  case,  though  it  may  throw  some  light  on  it.]  This  application  is 
founded  on  the  common  law :  BushelVs  case,  Yaughan,  185.  pf  aitlb,  J. 
The  diJBScuIty  I  feel  is,  that  the  remedy  of  the  party,  if  he  is  entitled  to  any, 
is  by  writ  of  error.  BeynoldSy  in  re,  was  a  case  of  summary  conviction 
by  justices,  where  no  writ  of  error  would  lie.]  There  are  many  cases 
in  which  the  party  would  be  entitled  to  a  habeas  corpus,  though  the 
judgment  might  be  reviewed  on  a  writ  of  error.  [Maule,  J.  You  are 
here  asking  a  court  that  is  not  a  court  of  criminal  jurisdiction,  for  a 
habecu  corpus,  upon  an  opinion  that  a  sentence  pronounced  by  the  court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  which  is  still  a  subsisting  sentence,  is  erroneous. 
Surely  there  is  no  authority  for  that.]  If  the  sentence  is  not  warranted 
by  law,  the  prisoner  is  improperly  detained,  and  would  be  entitled  to  be 
discharged  upon  the  return  to  the  habeas  showing  a  bad  commitment. 
Besides,  the  securities  should  have  been  required  from  the  expiration  of 
the  imprisonment  of  the  party,  and  not  from  the  end  of  the  eighteen 
months ;  otherwise,  even  a  free  pardon  from  the  crown  would  not  release 
lum. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  remedy  of  the  prisoner 
in  this  case,  if  any,  is  by  writ  of  error.  •If  we  were  to  accede  r4c2l  g 
to  this  appUcation — ^which  certainly  is  one  of  the  first  impression 
—it  would  lead  to  consequences  that  never  were  contemplated.  It  would 
foDow,  that  every  sentence  pronounced  by  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
would  be  subject  to  be  reviewed  summarily,  even  by  a  judge  at  chambers. 

The  rest  of  the  cotirt  concurring,  PashUy  took  nothing. 
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Where  a  defendeot  came  to  the  court  in  a  yeiatioua  aod  expensive  manner,  to  apply  for  an 
amendment  that  might  have  been  obtained  at  chambers,  his  role  was  discharged  with  oosla, 
unless  he  would  consent  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  amendment. 

Thb  issue  in  this  and  four  other  cases  by  the  same  plaintiff  against 
five  different  defendants,  having  been  delirered  with  a  blank  therein  for 
the  date  of  the  writ  of  summons, 

Byle9^  Serjt.9  for  the  defendants,  obtained  five  several  rules  caUing 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  issues  should  not  be  set  aside, 
or  amended,  at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff. 

Lush,  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted  that  the  issue  was  irregular ;  but  he 
submitted  that  the  application  to  amend  should  have  been  made  at  cham- 
bers, where  the  expense  would  have  been  comparatively  trifling :  and  he 
referred  to  the  ease  of  Ikin  v.  Plevin^  5  Dowl.  P.  G.  594,  where  the 
court  of  Exchequer,  on  this  ground,  refused  to  set  aside  an  issue  for, 
amongst  others,  a  similar  defect.  [Mauls,  J.  I  believe  the  rule  Hilary 
^  -  term,  4  W.  4,(a)  does  not,  in  ^terms,  require  the  amendment  to 
J  be  made  at  the  expense  of  the  party  in  fault.]  The  rule  says 
nothing  about  costs :  it  merely  provides,  that,  "  in  case  of  non-compli- 
ance, the  court  or  a  judge  may  give  leave  to  amend." 

Unthanky  in  support  of  the  rule,  referred  to  Warthingt&n  v.  Wiglejfj 

8  N.  G.  454,  8  Scott,  555,  5  Dowl.  P.  G.  209,  and  Etnery  v.  Howard, 

9  M.  &  W.  108,  to  show  that  the  issue  was  clearly  irregular ;  and  insisted 
that  it  must  either  be  set  aside,  or  amended  upon  the  usual  terms.  He 
also  observed  that  no  needless  expense  had  been  incurred,  inasmuch  as  a 
rule  was  requisite  in  each  of  the  five  causes. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  The  party  who  makes  this  application  to  the  court  has 
come  with  an  evident  determination  to  create  costs  to  a  most  vexatious 
and  ruinous  extent.  There  are  five  motions,  each  founded  upon  an 
affidavit  substantially  the  same — the  deponent  in  each  being  the  clerk  to 
Townsend,  who  is  defendant  in  one  of  the  causes,  attorney  in  another, 
and  agent  in  the  remaining  three — with  a  long  issue  annexed  to  each 
affidavit.  He  comes,  therefore,  in  the  most  oppressive  and  vexatious 
form,  in  order  to  compel  an  amendment,  which  is  quite  a  matter  of  course. 
There  could  be  but  one  motive  for  coming  to  the  court  at  such  an  enor- 
mous expense,  when  the  same  object  might  have  been  more  speedily 
obtained  at  the  cost  of  a  few  shillings.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
appear  to  oppose  the  rules,  because  they  asked  more  than  could  be 
granted.  The  rules  also  ask  for  costs.  The  costs  having  been  vexa- 
tiously  enhanced  by  pursuing  an  expensive  and  unnecessary  course,  the 
•2Sni  P^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  resistmg  the  rules.  The  defendants  being 
-■  entitled  to  have  the  issues  ^amended,  the  rules  may  be  made  abso* 

(a)  10  Bingh.  472,  Jerria's  Rules,  4th  edit.  p.  136. 
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late  to  that  extent,  on  payment  of  costs.    If  they  do  not  choose  to 
accept  those  terms,  then  the  rules  will  be  discharged  ^yith  costs. 

Maule,  J.     The  defendants  having  by  these  vexatious  motions  sought 
to  inflict  upon  the  plaintiff  an  enormous  amount  of  unnecessary  costs,  I 
think,  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Ikin  v.  Plevin^  we  are  quite 
justified  in  discharging  their  rules  with  costs. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rules  discharged  with  costs,  unless  the  defendants  consent  to  the 
amendment  of  the  issues,  on  payment  of  costs  by  them. 


MOORE  V.  FORSTER.    Nov.  25. 

Where  a  daclaration  or  other  pleading  is  susceptible  of  a  construction  that  will  make  it  good. 

it  is  not  competent  to  the  party  pleading  it  to  insist  upon  a  construction  that  will  make  it 

bad. 
1^  writ  being  in  debt,  and  the  declaration  containing  two  counts,  the  one  commencing  as  a 

eoiint  in  debt,  but  concluding  with  a  promise  and  a  breach,  and  the  other  being  a  count  in 

aasompeit, — the  court  set  aside  the  declsration  for  this  variance  from  the  process. 

The  writ  in  this  case  was  in  debt     The  declaration  was  as  follows: — 

^'  Middlesex,  to  wit.  William  Moore,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  by  S. 
H.,  his  attorney,  complains  of  Frederick  Adolphus  Forster,  the  defend- 
uit  in  this  suit,  who  has  been  summoned  to  answer  the  said  plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  debt ;  and  the  plaintiff  demands  of  the  defendant  the  sum 
of  30Z.  12$.  11(2.,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjustly  detains  from  him :  For 
that  whereas  the  plaintiff,  on  the  17th  day  of  March,  1847,  made  his 
bill  of  exchange  "^in  writing,  and  directed  the  same  to  the  defend-  p^oo-i 
ant,  and  thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  ^ 
102.  12«.  lid.,  two  months  after  the  date  thereof,  which  period  had 
elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  the  defendant  then 
accepted  the  said  bill,  and  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  same,^ 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof  and  of  the  said  acceptance,  but 
did  not  pay  the  same  on  the  day  when  it  became  due,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards :  And  whereas  the  defendant,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th 
of  October,  1847,  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  20t  for  money  found 
to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  an  account  then  stated 
between  them :  And  the  defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and 
year  last  aforesaid,  in  consideration  of  the  last-mentioned  premises,  pro- 
mised the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said  last-mentioned  moneys  on  request : 
Tet  the  defendant  hath  disregarded  his  last-mentioned  promise,  and  hath 
not  paid  the  said  last-mentioned  moneys,  or  any  part  thereof, — ^to  the 
plaintiff's  damage  of  80/.,  and  thereupon  he  brings  suit,  &c. 

C.  cTbnes,  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  declaration  for  irregularity, — ^the  process  being  in  dehtj  and 
the  declaration,  substantially,  a  decoration  in  assumpnt.     He  cited 
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Marshall  v.  ThamaSy  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  208,  Seriven  v.  Watling,  1  Harr.^^K 
W.  8,  and  Strachan  v.  Buckle  lb.  519.(a)  |.^],lj^ 

Pearson  now  showed  cause.  The  declaration,  though  not  strictjo^on  ] 
formal,  is  still  a  sufficient  declaration  in  debt.  It  pursues  the  form  giv^;^-;:  o!i 
•5991  ^^  *^®  r\jle^  of  Trinity  term,  *1  W.  4,(J)  merely  adding  a  supi^^j^j. 
J  flons  allegation  of  a  promise,  (c)  which  does  not  necessarily  make^^  ^ 
a  declaration  in  assumpsit :  Oompton  v.  Taylor ^  4  M.  k  W.  138 ;  Leaf^^j^  ^ 
Leesy  4  M.  &  W.  579;  Cflovea  v.  Williams,  3  N.  C.  868,  5  Scott,  i.J^^ 
In  Donaldson  v.  Thompson^  6  M.  &  W.  319,  Parkb,  B.,  says :  "  This  iaj  ^^^^^^ 
action  by  an  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note ;  and,  |.  ; . 
referring  to  Bayley  on  Bills,(d)  I  find  it  is  unnecessary  to  allege  a^.^^^, 
promise,  as  the  promise  is  always  implied  by  law."  And,  in  Stericker^  -l 
Barker^  9  M.  &  W.  821,  Aldbrson,  B.,  says :  "  It  is  sufficient  to  say,*.,  n 
as  I  said  in  Chriffith  v.  Roxbroughy  2  M.  &  W-  734, — that  the  promise  jj^ 
pay  in  this  case(e)  not  being  traversable  by  the  defendant,  the  omiss|^- .|^ 
of  it  is,  at  all  events,  mere  matter  of  form,  which  cannot  be  taken  adv|,.,^ 
tage  of,  except  on  special  demurrer."  In  Hsdaile  v.  Maclean^  l^^M.;^  "! 
W.  277,  a  declaration  commencing  and  concluding  in  the  form  of  a  uec^.;  , 
ration  in  debt,  contained  counts  on  bills  of  exchange,  by  indorsee  agai},^^| 
indorser,  in  the  form  given  in  the  rule  of  Trinity  term,  1  W.  4,  and  a[^  '. 
indebitatus  counts  in  debt ;  and  it  was  held  to  be  no  misjoinder.  Ati,. 
events,  this  declaration,  if  objectionable  at  all,  can  only  be  so  on  T  ^*.^ 
ground  of  misjoinder  of  a  coimt  in  assumpsit  with  a  count  in  debt ;  i;^^' 
no  breach  or  formal  conclusion  is  essential  to  a  count  in  debt :  As1^\  ^, 
*2281  *^'  -P«^«^*»  1  M.  &  W.  564,  Tyrwh.  &  Gr.  1016.     And  misj(|:j;^^^ 

J  der  must  be  the  subject  of  a  special  demurrer :  Rotton  v.  Jeffei^^ 
2  Dowl.  P.  C.  637 ;  Hudsm  v.  Nicholson,  5  M.  &  W.  437.    [V.  Willia^^J^^ 
J.    If  the  defendant  had  demurred  on  the  ground  of  misjoinder,  you  mig  ; 
equally  have  argued  that  this  is  a  count  in  assumpsit.]     Striking  out^*f|^ 
that  is  mere  surplusage,  a  perfectly  good  count  in  debt  will  remain,     i^"^  ' 

Assuming  that  there  is  ground  for  setting  aside  the  declaration,| ;  f^ 
might  have  been  done  at  chambers,  and  therefore  the  court  will  not  gn'^'^ 
the  defendant  the  costs  of  this  rule :  Tory  v.  Stevens^  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  STI'ii,, 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  Supposing  the  matter  to  be  a  doubtful  one,  is  it  m 
proper  to  bring  it  before  the  court  ?] 

O.  JoneSy  Serjt.,  in  support  of  his  rule.  If  this  may  be  a  count  t  -: . 
assumpsit,  the  defendant  is  justified  in  so  treating  it.  Assuming  that.  /;t^ 
count  in  debt  needs  no  formal  conclusion,  still,  if  the  plaintiff  thinks  i^^ 

'r   •' 

(a)  And  see  Cummmg  ▼.  ELwin,  3  N.  C.  82,  5  Soott,  149.  /p 

(6)  See  Jervis's  Rules,  4th  edit.  51.  '^ 

(c)  In  Smiih  t.  Cox,  11  M.  &  W.  475,  it  waa  held,  that,  in  an  actjon  by  indorsee  agaifli '^^* 

drawer  of  a  bill,  it  is  necessary  to  allege  a  promise  to  pay ;  the  court  saying,  that,  **  unless  i\   M 

pfomiae  be  alleged  in  declarations  on  biUs  of  exchange,  there  will  be  nothing  to  distinguiflh  th  ^^  ^^ 

action  of  assumpsit  from  that  of  debt  ;*'  and  that  *'  for  aught  that  appears,  there  being  no  p»  '--- 

raiae  alleged ,  tkert  migkt  he  a  miMJomder  of  eountt  on  the  record.' *  .    - 

id)  5th  edit  p.  408,  citing  Wegertlrfe  t.  Keeme,  I  Stxa.  214.  (Per  Fovtsscx7E,  J.  A.  924.)      <^% 

{e)  Assumpsit  by  indorsee  againat  drawer. 


-  re 
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>  give  one,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  reject  it  as  surplusage.  In  Thomptan 
.  Dieas,  1  C.  &  M.  68,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  98,  where  the  writ  was  in  tres- 
ass,  and  the  declaration  in  trespass  on  the  case,  the  court  set  aside  the 
eclaration  for  irregularity.  So,  in  Marshall  v.  ThmuxSy  where,  in 
ssompsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  declaration  commenced  by  alleging 
be  defendant  to  have  been  summoned  to  answer  the  plaintiflf  ^'  of  a  plea 
f  trespass  on  the  case,"  this  was  held  to  be  an  irregularity,  and  not 
round  of  special  demurrer.  These  cases  are  in  no  respect  impugned 
r  Rotton  v.  Jeffery.{(i)  Hudson  v.  Nicholson  has  no  application.  There, 
le  declaration  stated  a  wrong,  which  was  the  subject  of  an  vmoa 
Motion  of  trespass ;  and  it  was  held,  after  verdiety  to  be  a  good  ^ 
nxnt  in  trespass,  although  it  contained  no  allegation  of  tn  et  armisy  and 
fts,  in  point  of  form,  framed  as  in  case,  for  the  consequential  injury. 
-  Wilde,  G.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  abso- 
^te.  The  process  clearly  was  issued  in  an  action  of  debt.  The  decla- 
ition,  in  its  commencement,  professes  to  follow  the  writ.  It  contains 
f  D  counts, — ^the  first  of  which  possibly  might  be  good  either  as  a  count 
\  ^  hi  or  in  assumpsit;  and  the  second  is  confessedly  a  count  in 
pimpsit.    Now,  it  is  a  general  rule,  that  every  pleading,  if  it  be  fairly 

tceptible  of  such  a  construction,  must,  as  against  the  party  pleading, 
taken  to  have  been  pleaded  agreeably  to  the  rules  of  pleading ;  and 
s  not  open  to  him  to  contend  that  he  has  ill  pleaded.  It  would  be 
|ening  a  wide  door  to  fraud  aqd  trickery  if  this  were  otherwise.  If, 
en,  it  be  true  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  here  to  say  that 
(  declaration  is  a  bad  one, — ^are  we  compelled  to  say  that  it  is  bad  f 
early  not.  As,  therefore,  the  first  count  may  ie,  and  the  second  m,  a 
lod  count  in  assumpsit,  I  think  we  are  justified,  as  against  the  plaintiff, 
Baying  that  the  whole  is  a  good  declaration  in  assumpsit :  and^  as  it  is 
■consistent  with  the  process,  it  must  be  set  aside. 
Mauls,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute, 
II  the  ground  of  variance.  In  the  queritur^  the  plaintiff  says  that  the 
efendant  has  been  summoned  to  answer  in  an  action  of  debt.(i)    That  is 

^(«  There,  the  writ  was  in  debt,  and  the  declaration  was  partly  in  debt  and  partly  in  assnmp- 
i  The  court  refused  to  set  aside  the  declaration  as  irregular,  but  left  the  defendant  to  demur. 
4'  In  Jtf '  QuiUm  ▼.  Cor,  1  H.  Blac.  349,  it  was  held,  that,  although  it  would  be  a  fatal  de- 
^  if  the  sum  in  the  queritur  were  ltM9  than  the  amount  appearing  to  be  due  by  the  counts, 
•JVM  00  objection  that  the  ifueritur  was  of  too  large  a  sum.    This  distinction  appears  ressona- 

«;  t9»  in  the  former  case,  there  might  be  a  difficulty  in  pleading  in  a  new  action  brought  for 
^iftitter  included  in  the  counts,  but  not  covered  by  the  ifueritur,  and  therefore,  pro  tento,  ex* 
I  ^«iedfroin  the  judgment ;  whereas,  in  the  latter  case,  no  such  difficulty  would  arise. 
I    And  see  Maekardl  t.  Batehdor,  Cro.  Eliz.  583 ;  Crumpton  t.  Smithy  Yelv.  5 ;  PemherUm  y. 
I  ^ie2(ofi»  Cro.  Jac.  498 ;  Baylye  ▼.  HnghtB,  Cro.  Car.  137 ;  HaU  t.  Sambadk,  Hntt.  96 ;  Hulmt  ▼. 

isndera,  2  Lot.  4;  JHckmaon  ▼.  HarrtMon,  4  Price,  883;  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Flmder  (C.84). 

8W.7>,,(2W.14). 

:    Howerer,  in  Gardners.  Bowman,  4  Tyrwh.  413,  the  court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  insuffi- 
'  *>ac7  in  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  qutriiur,  to  cover  the  aqiount  demanded  by  the  counts, 

*e  no  ground  of  demurrer,— felying  upon  M*  QuiUin  ▼.  Ccx,  as  having  established  the  posi* 
I  ^a  Oist  variance  between  the  queritur  and  the  counts, was  In  no  cose  material. 
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*true ;  but  it  does  not  affect  what  follows,  as  to  the  form  of  the 
J  action.  It  then  goes  on  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  demands  of  the 
defendant  a  certain  sum,  which  he  owes  to  and  unjnstly  detains  from 
him.  That  is  characteristic  of  an  action  of  debt.  Bat,  upon  such  con- 
sideration as  I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon  the  matter,  I  do  not  think 
that  conclusively  shows  that  the  count  is  a  count  in  debt.  In  order  to 
ascertain  what  the  form  of  the  action  is,  you  must  begin  witb  the  words 
"  For  that  whereas."  Now,  taking  it  from  that  point,  the  first  count 
contains  nothing  to  show  that  it  is  a  count  in  debt ;  and  the  second  is 
admitted  to  be  a  count  in  assumpsit.  The  distinction  between  assumpsit 
and  debt  is  sometimes  rather  subtle.  The  substance  of  the  claim  in 
assumpsit  is  for  damages:  in  debt,  the  damages  are  claimed  only  as 
incidental;  that  which  is  claimed  as  the  debt,  is,  the  duty  resulting  from 
the  contract.  When  the  plaintiff  goes  on  to  state  something  beyond  the 
duty,  and  alleges  a  promise  and  a  breach,  I  think  that  is  an  election  on 
his  part  to  treat  the  count  as  appertaining  to  the  particular  form  of 
action  in  which  a  promise  and  a  breach  are  essential.  For  these  reasons, 
I  think  we  are  justified  in  treating  this  as  an  entire  declaration  in  assump- 
sit, and  in  setting  it  aside  for  the  variance. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute. 


♦2261  *FOLLETT  and  Another,  Assignees  of  J.  G.  UFFORD, 
J  a  Bankrupt,  v.  HOPPE  and  Others.    Nov.  19. 

A.,  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against  B.,  a  trader,  signed  final  judgment  under  a  jadge*« 
order  on  the  7th  of  March.  On  the  9th,  B.  signed  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  Lord  ClwB- 
cellor's  secretary  of  bankrupts  a  declaration  of  insolvency,  and  on  the  same  day  a  notice  of 
having  so  filed  such  declaration  of  insolvency,  was  served  both  on  A.  and  on  his  attorney. 
On  the  9th  of  April,  aeo.  $a,  was  issued  against  B.  in  the  action,  indorsed  to  take  461.  U,  MT., 
and  was  delivered  to  an  officer  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  who,  on  the  same  day,  took  B. 
in  execution.  B.  being  taken  in  the  custody  of  the  officer  to  a  lock-up  house,  on  the  said  9tli 
of  April  paid  one  of  the  assistants  of  such  officer  the  amount  indorsed  on  the  ea,  ta.  Thia 
sum  vras  part  of  the  assets  of  B.  when  so  paid,  and  it  was  on  the  11th  of  April  handed  ovier 
by  the  assistant  who  received  it  to  the  officer,  who  paid  it  to  A.'s  attorney,  who  afterwards 
paid  it  to  A.  On  the  30th  of  April,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  B.,  founded  on  the 
declaration  of  insolvency,  under  which  B.  was,  on  the  1st  of  May,  daly  declared  a  bankrupt  :— 

Hddf  that  the  assignees  of  B.  were  entitled  to  reoover  the  46/.  Is.  6d.  in  an  action  for  moaej 
had  and  received. 

Assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  and  for  money  d^ie  upon  an 
account  stated. 

Pleas, — ^first,  except  as  to  217.  1«.  6^.,  parcel,  &c.,  non  assumpsit, — 
secondly,  as  to  the  said  21/.  1«.  6<i.,  parcel,  &c.,  payment  into  court. 

Replication,  joining  issue  on  tke  first  plea,  and  taking  the  money  out 
of  court  on  the  second. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffii  as  assignees  of  J.  G.  Uffor^ 
a  bankrupt,  to  recover  the  sum  of  67/.  8«.  received  by  the  defendant^ 
of  which  46/.  1«.  6(2.  was  received  under  a  ea.  %a.  issued  against  the 
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person  of  the  bankrapt,  and  21Z.  l^.  6d.  under  a  tMatmn  fi.fa.  issued 
against  his  goods. 

The  following  case  was  stated,  under  a  judge's  order,  for  the  opinion 
of  the  court : — 

In  February,  1846,  and  before  his  bankruptcy,  J.  G.  Ufford  was  in- 
debted to  the  present  defendants  in  two  several  sums  of  36{.  and  9/.  12«., 
that  is  to  say,  862.  upon  a  '''bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  them  upon,  p^^nir 
and  accepted  by,  him,  which  became  due  on  the  14th  of  that  '- 
month,  and  in  9/.  12«.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  On  the  ISth  of 
that  month,  the  present  defendants  commenced  an  action  against  the 
said  J.  G.  Ufford,  in  the  court  of  Exchequer,  for  the  said  sum  of  9L  12«., 
fbr  which  they  held  no  security :  and,  on  the  18th  of  the  same  month| 
the  present  defendants  commenced  another  action  against  Ufford,  in  the 
same  court,  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange.  In  the 
former  of  these  actions,  the  present  defendants  delivered  their  declara- 
tion on  the  20th  of  February ;  and,  a  plea  having  been  pleaded  thereto, 
and  issue  joined  thereon,  notice  of  trial  before  the  sheriff  was  given  on 
the  27th  of  February ;  but,  upon  the  4th  of  March,  a  judge's  order  was 
made,  by  consent,  for  a  stay  of  proceedings  in  that  action,  upon  pay- 
ment of  9L  12«.,  the  debt  therein  claimed,  and  costs,  to  be  taxed; 
the  payment  to  be  made  on  the  9th  of  March ;  tlie  present  defendants 
having  liberty  to  sign  final  judgment  therein  forthwith:  and  final 
judgment  was  accordingly  signed  in  that  action  on  the  4th  of  March, 
1846. 

In  the  second  action,  viz.  that  for  the  amount  of  the  biU  of  exchange, 
the  present  defendants  delivered  their  declaration  on  the  26th  of 
February,  and  a  plea  was  pleaded;  but  the  preseikt  defendants  were 
aDowed  afterwards  to  sign  final  judgment  under  a  judge's  order :  and 
judgment  was  accordingly  signed  in  that  acticm,  on  the  7th  of  March^ 
1846. 

On  the  9di  of  March,  1846,  Ufford  signed,  and  filed  in  the  office  of 
the  Lord  Chancellor's  secretary  of  bankrupts,  a  paper  writing,  attested 
bj  one  Henry  Swan,  in  the  following  form : — 

"I,  the  undersigned,  John  George  Ufford,  of  Highbury  Brewery, 
HoHoway,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  common  brewer,  do  hereby  dedarf 
ihai  I  am  unable  to  *meet  my  engagements.  Dated,  tlus  9Ui  r«oQfi 
day  «f  March,  1846.  *■ 

(Signed)    ^^  John  Gbobgh  Ufford. 

'*  Witness.    Henry  Swan,  Attorney  of  the 
eoBrt  of  Queen's  Ben^  at  Westminster,  &c." 

On  the  same  day,  a  notice  in  writing  was  served  upon  the  present 
defendants,  at  their  office.  Pigs'  Quay,  Bridewell  Precinct,  William  Streeti 
Bkekfriars  Bridge,  in  the  city  of  London,  and  also  on  their  attomeyi  of 
whiA  notiee  the  following  is  a  copy  :-^ 

ir2 
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<^  In  the  Exchequer  of  Plefts. 

Between  G.  Hoppe,  C.  E.  Hoppe,  and  J.  Hoppe,  plaintifi,  and 
John  George  UflFord,  defendant. 

'^  Take  notice  that  I  have  this  day  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
i>f  bankrupts,  in  Quality  Court,  Chancery  Lane,  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex, a  declaration  of  insolyency,  a  true  copy  of  which  is  hereto 
annexed ;  and  I,  being  a  trader,  have  thereby  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  some  or  one  of  the  statutes 
now  in  force  concerning  bankrupts.     Dated,  &c. 

(Signed)     "  J.  6.  Ufford,  the  above-named  defendant, 
Highbury  Brewery,  HoUoway. 

"  To  Messrs.  C.  Hoppe,  C.  E.  Hoppe,  and 
J.  Hoppe,  the  above-named  plaintiiSs,  and  to 
Mr.  W.  H.  Engleheart,  their  attorney  or 
agent,  &;c." 

On  the  9th  of  April,  1846,  a  writ  of  testatum  JL  fa.  was  issued  on 
behalf  of  the  present  defendants,  on  the  judgment  obtained  in  the  first 
action,  indorsed  to  levy  21/.  Is.  6d.,  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  costs 
in  that  action :  and  this  writ  was  delivered  to  an  officer  of  the  sheriff  of 
Middlesex  on  the  same  day. 

*9,W\  *^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^  ^^  April,  a  writ  of  ea,  sa.  was  also  issued, 
J  on  behalf  of  the  present  defendants,  against  the  said  J.  G.  Ufford, 
in  the  second  action,  indorsed  to  take  46/.  1«.  6(2.,  the  amount  of  the  debt 
and  costs  in  that  action :  and  this  writ  was  also  delivered  to  an  officer  of 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  on  the  same  day. 

On  the  said  9th  of  April,  1846,  the  officer  of  the  sheriff  levied  upou 
the  goods  of  Ufford,  under  the  said  writ  of  testatum  fi  fa.^  the  said  sum 
of  21/.  1«.  6(2.,  which  was  afterwards  paid  over  to  the  present  defendants, 
and  which  sum  they  have  paid  into  court  in  the  present  action. 

On  the  same  day,  the  officer  to  whom  the  writ  of  ca.  ea,  had  been 
delivered,  took  Ufford  in  execution  under  that  writ;  and,  at  the  time  of 
the  said  arrest,  Ufford  informed  the  officer  of  his  having  filed  the  said 
declaration  of  insolvency. 

Ufford  was,  on  the  same  day,  removed  in  the  custody  of  the  officer  to  a 
lock-up-house,  where,  in  order  to  procure  his  discharge,  he  paid  to  one 
of  the  assistants  of  the  officer  the  amount  indorsed  on  the  writ  of  ca.  <a.^ 
having  also  previously  informed  the  said  assistant  of  his  having  filed  the 
said  declaration  of  insolvency. 

This  money,  being  the  said  sum  of  46/.  le.  6d.  now  claimed  in  the 
present  action  in  addition  to  the  sum  paid  into  court,  was  part  of  the 
assets  of  Ufford  at  the  time  when  it  was  so  paid  to  the  said  assistant  of  the 
officer  as  aforesaid,  and  was  afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  11th  of 
April,  1846,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  paid  over  bj 
the  said  assistant  who  received  it,  to  the  officer  of  the  sheriff,  and  by  him 
to  Mr.  Englehearty  the  attorney  of  the  present  defendantSy  and  WM 
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received  by  him  on  their  behalf;  and  he  has  since  paid  over,  or  other- 
wise accounted  to  the  defendants  for,  the  same. 

The  before-mentioned  actions  were  commenced  and  '''prosecuted  rurooA 
*>j  the  defendants  against  Ufford,  adversely,  and  with  the  sole  ^ 
view  of  asserting  their  legal  rights. 

On  the  80th  of  April,  1846,  9,  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  issued  agabst 
Ufford,  founded  on  the  said  declaration  of  insolvency ;  under  which,  on 
the  1st  of  May  following,  he  was  duly  declared  a  bankrupt ;  and  this 
fiaty  and  the  proceedings  thereon,  are  still  in  force ;  and  the  present 
plaintiffs  have  been  duly  appointed,  under  the  said  fixxt,  assignees  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  XJfi^rd,  and  now  claim  to  recover  from  the  present 
defendants,  in  addition  to  the  sum  already  paid  into  court,  the  said  sum 
of  462.  1«.  6(2.,  as  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintifb  as 
such  assignees. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is— whether,  under  the 
drcumstances  above  stated,  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  as  aforesaid,  are 
entitled  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  462.  1%.  6(2.  If  the  court  shall  be 
of  opinion  in  the  affirmative  thereof,  then  the  defendants  agree  that 
judgment  shall  be  entered  against  them,  by  confession,  for  the  said  sum 
of  46/.  1«.  6(2.,  b  addition  to  the  said  sum  of  money  already  paid  into 
court  in  this  action,  immediately  after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  other- 
wise, as  the  court  may  think  fit.  But,  if  the  court  shall  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  then  the  plaintiffs  agree  that  a  judgment  shall  and  may  be 
entered  against  them  of  nolle  prosequi,  as  to  the  issue  joined  in  this 
action,  immediately  after  the  decision  of  this  case,  or  otherwise,  as  the 
aourt  may  think  fit,  and  that  judgment  shall  be  entered  accordii^ly. 

Badeley  (with  whom  was  Talfourdy  Serjt.),  for  the  plaintiffs.(a)  The 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  are  '^'entitled  to  recover  the  r^ogi 
46/.  1«.  6(2.  paid  by  the  bankrupt  to  procure  his  discharge  from  ^ 
execution.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  any  ground  on  which  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  retain  that  sum.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed 
on  the  9th  of  March,  1846,  and  due  notice  of  such  act  was,  on  the  same 
day,  given  both  to  the  defendants  and  their  attorney.  The  ca.  «a. 
against  the  bankrupt  did  not  issue  until  the  9th  of  April.  By  paying 
into  court  the  21/.  Is.  6(2.,  the  sum  levied  in  the  first  action  upon  J^he 
bankrupt's  goods,  and  by  resisting  the  repayment  of  the  46/.  Is.  6(2., 
paid  to  the  bankrupt  to  procure  his  discharge  from  arrest,  the  defend- 
ants seem  to  think  that  there  is  a  distinction  between  the  two  cases. 

iti)  The  poinu  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi  were  as  follows : — 
"  Tb*  plaintiffs  will  contend,  upon  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  the  payment  of  the  money 
m  qnastipn,  having  been  made  by  the  bankrupt  after  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
—ihM  act  being  the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  insolvency,  on  which  a  fiat  issued  within  two 
calendar  months  afterwards,— «nd  in  order  to  procure  his  discharge  from  an  ezecutbn  issued 
mteequestly  to  such  act  of  bankruptcy  committed,  with  full  notice  to  the  defendants  of  such 
act  of  bankrapccy,  is  not  protected  by  any  of  the  statutes  in  force  conceming  bankrupts ;  and 
dMt  the  plttBtifi,  as  assignees,  are  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  so  paid." 
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The  principle,  however,  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  that  the  property  of  the 
bankrupt  shall  be  divided  rateablj  among  his  creditors,  extends  to  both 
cases.  If  it  were  otherwise,  then,  in  every  case  where  it  was  appre- 
hended that  a  debtor  was  about  to  become  a  bankrupt,  the  creditor 
would  take  his  person  instead  of  seizing  his  goods.  The  transaction  is 
clearly  not  protected  by  the  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  1,  for  the  defendants 
had  distinct  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  the  bank- 
rupt. It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  refer  to  any  authority,  to  show  that 
money  had  and  received  is  the  proper  form  of  action.  AllaiMon  v. 
Atkinsonj  1 M.  &;  S.  583,  however,  is  expressly  in  point.  There,  B.,  a 
tradesman,  being  arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  upon  a  ea.  sa.^ 
*0Q9i  P^*^^  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriflF's  •o£Bicer,  to  raise  money 
^  upon  them,  who  accordingly  pledged  them,  and  five  weeks  after- 
wards, paid  over  the  amount  to  the  defendant.  It  was  held  that  the 
assignees  of  B.,  who  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the 
arrest,  might  recover  the  money  paid  to  the  defendant  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  although  the  defendant  was  not  privy  to  the 
taking  of  the  goods  by  the  sheriff '^s  officer,  and  although  the  money  pidd 
to  the  defendant  was  not  the  identical  money  raised  by  the  pledge. 

Stmofiy  for  the  defendants.(a)  It  is  submitted  that  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  return  the  sum  in  question.  First,  the  notice  given  to  the 
defendants,  that  the  bankrupt  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  w«s 
not  sufficient.  To  affect  any  party  with  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
such  act  must  be  complete  in  itself.  This  was  expressly  decided  in  Otm- 
way  V.  NixUy  1  Man.  Or.  &  S.  649.  There,  Tindal,  G.  J.,  in  his  judgment, 
after  referring  to  the  6th  section  of  the  6 Geo.  4,  c.  16,  says:  "Two 
steps,  therefore,  are  to  be  taken  before  the  declaration  will  constitute  an 
act  of  bankruptcy — the  declaration  is  to  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of 
bankrupts,  and  a  memorandum  is  to  be  signed  by  him  for  insertion  of 
^oqqi  ^^  advertisement  in  the  Gazette."  Here,  if  the  notice  had  *been, 
•I  generally,  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed,  the 
defendants  might  have  been  bound  by  it.  But  the  notice  states  the  act 
of  bankruptcy  to  have  been  committed  by  filing  a  declaration  of  insol- 
vehcy.     It  therefore  amounts  to  nothing  more  than  a  threat. 

Secondly,  even  supposing  the  act  of  bankruptcy  to  have  been  com- 
plete, notice  of  it  does  not  apply,  where  the  execution  is  against  the 
person  of  the  bankrupt,  and  not  against  his  goods.  It  cannot  be  con- 
tended that  a  creditor  may  not  seize  the  person  of  his  debtor,  although 
the  latter  may  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy.     In  the  present 

(a)  The  pointB  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  were  as  follows  :— 
*'  The  defendants  will  contend,  upon  the  argument  of  this  case,  that  the  money  paid  to  the 
sheritr  by  the  defendant  (the  bankrupt),  in  order  to  obtain  his  liberation  from  custody  at  the 
plaintifis*  (the  now  defendants*}  suit,  is  not  recoverable  by  the  assignees,  being  a  sum  paid  to 
the  sherifr  upon  an  adverse  suit ;  and  that,  as  the  law  allows  a  creditor  to  take  his  debtor  in 
execution,  notwithstanding  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed,  any  money  paid  hamA 
fid9  with  a  view  to  obtain  his  discharge,  is  paid  in  tnvttKsi,  and  does  not  fall  withta  any  prin- 
ciple on  rh  '3  *he  plaintiflb  as  assignees  can  recover.*' 
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case,  the  eheriff  was  bound  to  obey  the  ca.  «a.,  and  it  is  clear,  that,  if  he 
had  let  the  bankrupt  out  of  custody  on  being  told  that  he  had  committed 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  the  defendants  for  an 
escape.  How  can  it  be  said  that  the  money  paid  by  the  bankrupt  to  the 
sheriff,  in  order  to  procure  his  discharge,  is  money  had  and  received  by 
the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs'  use?  And,  even  supposing  the  sheriff  to 
be  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  paying  it  over  to  the  defendants,  it  is  clear 
that  the  latter  are  not  liable.  [Mauls,  J.  The  way  in  which  the 
defendants  are  affected,  is,  that  the  party,  having  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  has  money  in  his  hands  belonging  to  his  assignees,  which  he 
pays  to  the  sheriff,  who  hands  it  over  to  the  defendants.  Wildb,  C.  J. 
Was  not  the  sum  paid  to  the  sheriff  money  which  the  defendants  might 
recover  as  money  paid  to  their  use  ?]  It  is  laid  down  in  Archbold'a 
Practice,  by  Chitty,(a)  that  "  payment  of  the  sum  indorsed  on  the  writ 
to  the  sheriff  or  his  officer,  or  to  the  marshal  or  warden,  is  not  deemed  a 
payment  to  the  plaintiff,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  a  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment,  as  such  a  payment  on  a /./a.  would  have  been."     The  pay- 


ment, ^therefore,  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  sheriff  did  not  make  the 
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latter  the  agent  of  the  defendants.  [Maulb,  J.  The  sheriff 
afterwards  hands  the  money  over  to  them.  Perhaps  he  was  not  their 
agent  till  he  did  so.]  If  the  bankrupt  had  not  paid  the  amount  to  the 
sheriff  the  latter  would  have  had  a  right  to  detain  him  in  custody.  In 
Drury  v.  Hbumjieldj  11  Ad.  &  E.  101,  it  was  held,  that,  where  a  cre- 
ditor, on  hia  petition  to  the  insolvent  debtors'  court,  under  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  9.  S5,  had  obtained  an  order  (under  s.  87),  vesting  the 
estate  of  his  insolvent  debtor  in  the  provisional  assignee,  such  creditor 
was  not  bound,  on  the  debtor  afterwards  tendering  the  amount  of  debt 
and  costs,  to  assent  to  his  discharge  from  custody ;  nor  would  the  court 
of  Queen's  Bench  order  such  discharge  as  to  the  creditor's  action,  on 
affidavit  of  tender  and  refusal.  Here,  the  money  is  not  ear-marked. 
The  sheriff  received  a  certain  amount  of  money  from  the  bankrupt,  and 
the  defendants  received  a  similar  sum  from  the  sheriff.  Supposing  the 
defendants  had  paid  over  the  money  they  received  from  the  sheriff,  to  a 
third  party,  it  clearly  could  not  have  been  recovered  from  such  third  party. 
Thirdly,  money  paid,  as  here,  under  process  of  law,  cannot  be  reco- 
vered back.  In  Belcher  v.  Mills,  2  Cr.  M.  k  B.  150,  5  Tyrwh.  715, 
Parke,  B.,  in  giving  judgment,  lays  down  this  rule :  ^^  Money  recovered 
by  due  course  of  law  cannot  be  afterwards  taken  from  the  party."  Fos^ 
ter  V.  Allansouj  2  T.  R.  479,  is  to  the  same  effect.  In  Teale  v.  Tounge, 
McClelland  &  T.  497,  a  payment  under  arrest  was  put  on  a  different 
footing  from  a  voluntary  payment,  and  held  to  be  protected  by  the 
19  G.  2,  c.  32,  as  a  payment  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade.  The 
learned  counsel  upon  this  point  also  cited  Cox  v.  ^Morgan,  2  B.  f «^o£ 
k  P.  358,  and  Earwood  v.  L<ma»,  11  East,  127.    Hwe  the  *- 

(a)  yol.I.p.45S,7thed. 
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sheriff  did  nothing  but  what  the  law  compelled  him  to  do.  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  assignees  could  not  have  recovered  against  the  sheriff; 
and,  if  so,  they  cannot  have  any  right  to  recover  against  the  defendants. 
In  Reynolds  v.  Wedd,  4  N.  C.  694,  6  Scott,  699,  6  Dowl.  P.  C-  728, 
S.  being  sued  by  the  defendant,  on  the  ISth  of  September,  paid  money 
into  court  in  lieu  of  bail.  Having  omitted  to  put  in  bail,  or  pay  the 
additional  sum  required  as  security  for  costs,  this  court  ordered  the 
money  to  be  paid  to  the  defendant  on  the  23d  of  September.  On  the 
9th,  S.  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  on  the  28th  hfiat  was 
issued  against  him.  It  was  held  that  his  assignees  could  not  recover  the 
money  so  paid  by  him  by  order  of  the  court.  So,  in  Mavor  v.  OroomCy 
1  Bingh.  261,  8  J.  B.  Moore,  179,  a  bankrupt  proposed,  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  to  dispose  of  his  lease,  which  was  a  beneficial  lease ;  the 
purchaser  refused  to  buy  unless  five  quarters'  rent  due  to  the  landlord 
were  first  paid ;  after  negotiation  between  the  bankrupt  and  the  landlord, 
who  knew  the  bankrupt's  situation,  the  rent  was  paid  out  of  the  money 
which  the  purchaser  had  agreed  to  give  for  the  lease,  there  being  at  the 
time  of  the  transaction  no  distress  on  the  premises,  but  the  landlord 
having  a  right  of  entry.  It  was  held,  that  the  bankrupt's  assignee  could 
not  recover  from  the  landlord  the  rent  so  paid  to  him.  Here,  the  sheriff 
cannot  be  considered  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  and  he  had  no 
indemnity  from  them.  Whitmore  v.  Chreene^  18  M.  &  W.  104,  2  Dowl. 
k  L.  174,  shows  the  difference  between  a  case  where  a  party  actually 
instructs  the  sheriff,  and  where  he  merely  delivers  the  writ  to  him,  and 
^2361  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^  duty.  AUanmm  v.  Atkinson  is  ^distinguish* 
-'  able  from  the  present  case,  as  relating  to  goods,  and  falling  within 
the  express  provisions  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  108. 

Badeleyy  in  reply.  Three  objections  have  been  urged  to  the  plaintiffs* 
right  to  recover.  First,  it  is  said  that  the  notice  of  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy is  insuflScient,  in  support  of  which  Conway  v.  Nail  is  cited.  That 
case,  however,  was  decided  under  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  6,  which  required 
a  declaration  of  insolvency  not  only  to  be  filed  in  the  oflSce  of  the 
secretary  of  bankrupts,  but  to  be  advertised  in  the  Gazette,  in  order  to 
constitute  such  declaration  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Now,  however,  by 
the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122  (which,  by  s.  2,  repeals  all  provisions  inconsistent 
with  that  statute),  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is  complete  by  filing  the  decla- 
ration of  insolvency.  By  s.  22,  it  is  provided,  "  that,  if  any  such  trader 
shall  file  in  the  office  of  the  Lord  Chancellor's  secretary  of  bankrupts  a 
declaration  in  writing  (in  the  form  of  schedule  D.  hereunto  annexed), 
signed  by  such  trader,  and  attested  by  an  attorney  or  solicitor,  that  he 
is  unable  to  meet  his  engagements,  every  such  trader  shall  be  deemed 
thereby  to  have  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  at  the  time  of  filing 
such  declaration,  provided  a  fxtt  in  bankruptcy  shall  issue  against  such 
trader  within  two  months  from  the  filing  of  such  declaration,"  &;c. 
[Simon.  The  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  was  in  force  when  Conway  v.  NcUl  was 
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dedded — ^the  act  having  received  the  royal  assent  on  the  12th  of  August, 
1842,  and  that  case  not  having  heen  decided  until  Easter  term,  1845. 
WiLDB,  C.  J.  Both  statutes  required  the  declaration  of  insolvency  to 
be  filed,  in  order  to  constitute  it  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  In  Conway  v. 
Noll,  the  declaration  was  not  filed  until  after  the  notice  had  been  written 
and  received.]  The  notice  was,  therefore,  bad  in  that  case,  whether  it 
was  referable  to  the  one  statute  *or  the  other.  Here,  the  notice  r*0Q'7 
expressly  states  that  the  declaration  of  insolvency  has  been  filed,  ^ 
which  is  all  that  the  recent  act  requires.  In  Ramsey  v.  Uatan,  10  M. 
k  W.  22,  the  court  of  Exchequer  seem  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  a 
general  notice — ^that  the  party  has  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
without  stating  the  nature  of  it — ^is  sufficient.  So,  in  Udal  v.  Walton, 
14  M.  &;  W.  264,  it  was  held  that  a  notice  that  a  bankrupt  had  com- 
mitted several  acts  of  bankruptcy,  was  a  sufficient  notice  within  the  2  k 
8  Vict.  c.  29. 

Secondly,  it  is  said  that  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  will 
not  lie  in  this  case,  as  the  money  was  not  ear-marked.  The  question  is, 
not  as  to  any  particular  pieces  of  coin,  but  whether  the  defendants  have 
received  a  certain  sum  of  money  to  which  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees  are 
entitled.  In  Bitehin  v.  CampheUy  2  W.  Bla.  779,  an  action  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for  money  had  and  received,  was  upheld.  So, 
in  Reed  v.  JameSj  1  Stark.  N.  P.  184,  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  was  held  to  lie  against  a  party  who  had  taken  the  goods  of  a 
bankrupt  in  execution  (after  an  act  of  bankruptcy),  and  then  took  the 
goods  under  a  bill  of  sale  from  the  sheriff,  although  no  money  was  actu- 
ally paid.  AUariMon  v.  Atkinson  cannot  be  distinguished  from  the 
present  case.  Here,  the  case  states  that  the  money  paid  to  the  sheriff 
formed  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt.  Since  the  decision  in  Notley 
r.  Buck,  8  B.  &  0.  160,  2  Mann,  k  B.  68,  it  is  unnecessary  to  argue 
that  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  will  lie,  at  the  suit  of  assignees, 
against  a  party  receiving  moneys  belonging  to  them. 

Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  money  paid  under  compulsion  'of  law  f^oqq 
cannot  be  recovered.  This  is  not  true  as  a  general  principle.  In  ^  "^ 
The  Duke  de  Oudaval  v.  Collins^  4  Ad.  k  E.  858,  6  N.  &  M.  824,  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  recover,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  a  sum  which  he  had  paid  under  colourable  legal  process.  Lord 
DsNMAN  there  says:  '^  It  is  asserted  that  the  principle  of  the  decision  in 
Marriott  v.  Hampton,  7  T.  B.  269,  has  not  been  adhered  to  in  this  case. 
Bat  that  case  does  not  warrant  the  argument  drawn  from  it.  It  does 
not  decide  that  money  obtained  under  the  compulsion  of  legal  process 
can  never  be  recovered  back ;  but  only  that,  after  the  defence  in  an  sction 
has  fafled,  and  money  has  been  recovered  in  the  action,  it  cannot  be 
recovered  back  in  another  action.  This  is  the  ground  upon  which  the 
decision  is  put  by  Lord  Kbitvon.  He  says :  '  After  a  recovery  by  pro- 
mm  of  law' — ^not  extortion — ^ there  must  be  an  end  to  litigation.'^ 


238  FoiXETT  V.  HoppE.  M.T.  1847. 

[[WiLPB,  C.  J.  Marriott  v.  Bamptan  is  referable  to  a  totally  different 
'principle.  Maulb,  J.  The  decision  in  that  case  was  tantamooDt  to 
saying  that  a  man  against  whom  damages  have  been  recovered  in  an 
action  of  trespass,  cannot  recoYor  back  the  amount  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  on  proof  that  no  trespass  was  in  fact  committed.] 
If  a  person  wrongfully  avails  himself  of  the  process  of  law  to  obtain 
money,  such  money  may  clearly  be  recovered  back.  Here,  the  defend- 
ants had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  a  month  before  the  issuing  of 
the  ea.  sa.  Most  of  the  cases  referred  to  by  the  other  side  upon  this 
point,  are  inapplicable,  having  been  decided  upon  special  grounds,  which 
distii^guish  them  from  the  present  case.  It  would  militate  against  the 
whole  policy  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  if  a  party  receiving  money  under  the 
circumstances  set  forth  in  this  case,  were  allowed  to  retain  it. 
Mftai  * WiLPB,  G.  J.  This  case  has  been  elaborately  argued ;  but  it 
-I  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  great  di£5culty  involve^ 
in  fuay  of  the  points  presented  for  our  decision.  The  case  states  that  the 
now  defendants  had  brought  an  action  against  the  bankrupt;  and  tha^ 
the  amount  of  debt  and  costs  was  paid  by  the  bankrupt  after  notice  c£ 
jan  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  declaration  of  insolvency,  which  constituted 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  was  signed  and  filed  on  the  9th  of  March,  1846^ 
and  a  copy  thereof  was  served  upon  the  defendants  on  the  same  darj. 
On  the  0th  of  April, — a  month  after, — a  ea.  sa.  was  issued,  under  which 
the  bankrupt  was  arrested ;  whereupon  he  paid  to  the  sheriff  certain 
moneys  which  formed  part  of  his  assets,  which  were,  by  the  sheriff,  duly 
handed  over  to  the  defendants. 

Jhe  first  question  arises  upon  t^he  statute  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  29,  whi^h 
makes  valid  executions  band  fide  executed  agamst,  and  contracts  bofid 
fide  entered  into  with,  bankrupts,  before  the  date  of  the  fiats  against 
them,  provided  there  has  been  no  prior  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
The  execution  in  the  present  case  was  executed  before  the  fiatj  and  ia 
therefore  sustainable,  unless  the  now  defendants  had  notice  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy.  And  the  question  is,  whether  the  notice  served  upon  them, 
was  a  sufficient  notice.  It  is  much  more  explicit  than  the  notices  which 
have  undergone  discussion  in  most  of  the  cases  that  have  been  adverted 
to ;  for,  it  not  only  states  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  has  been  committed, 
but  it  describes  the  particular  act  of  bankruptcy  which  is  relied  on.  But 
it  is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  notice  is  insufficient, 
because,  by  the  6th  section  of  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  the  filing  of  a  declara* 
iion  oi  insolvency  is  not  made  an  act  of  bankruptcy  until  after  8u<^ 
declaration  shall  have  been  inserted  in  the  London  Gazette ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  this  declaration  of  insolvoicy  ever  was  advertised.  To 
^^_  this  ''^it  is  answered,  that,  by  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  s.  22,  the 
-I  filing,  by  a  trader,  of  such  declaration  of  insolvency^  is  of  itself 
an  act  of  bankruptcy,  from  the  filing  thereof,  provided  that  a  fiat  issues 
within  two  months.    On  the  other  hand,  it  is  urged  that  the  sixth  sectioa 
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•f  the  6  6. 4,  e.  16,  is  not  repealed.  Bat  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  122,  repeab 
all  former  laws  that  are  inconBistent  and  at  yariance  with  its  provisions ; 
and  the  22d  section,  in  express  terms,  enacts,  that  the  filing  of  the 
petition  shall  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  How,  then,  can  the  court  say 
that  it  shall  not  be  a  complete  act  of  bankruptcy  until  something  else  is 
done  which  that  statute  does  not  require  to  I^  done  ?  The  circumstance 
of  the  former  act's  requiring  more  to  constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
than  the  latter,  affords  no  reason  for  controlling  and  limiting  the  effect 
of  the  language  used  by  the  legislature.  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever, 
that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  complete  on  the  filing  of  the  declaration 
of  insolyenqy,  and  that  the  notice  was  a  full  and  complete  notice  that  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  committed.  That  ground  of  objection,  there- 
fore. Sails. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  the  action  is  wrong  in  point  of  form,--^ 
that,  whatever  the  plaintifis'  remedy  under  the  circumstances,  they  were 
not  entided  to  maintain  an  ikction  for  money  had  and  received,  inasmuch 
as  it  does  not  ajqpear  that  tibe  money  paid  over  by  the  sheriff  to  the  now 
defendants'  attorney,  was  the  identical  money  received  by  the  form^ 
fi:om  the  bankrupt  That,  however,  was  quite  unnecessary.  This  is  not 
like  an  action  of  detiniie  or  trover,  for  the  particular  coin.  It  is  an 
action  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money,  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
bankrapt,  which  has  improperly  found  its  way  into  the  pockets  of  the 
now  defendants.  The  now  defendants,  under  pressure  of  an  execution, 
have  induced  the  bankrupt  to  apply  *  p(Hrtion  ^oi  the  assets  which  ^4^241 
belonged  to  the  now  plaintifis  as  his  assignees,  towards  the  dis- 
diarge  of  their  debt.  This  objection,  although  taken  in  Attaman  v. 
AtlMMon,  seems  to  have  received  no  countenance  from  the  court. 

The  third  objection  is,  that  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  wiH 
not  lie  to  recover  back  money  paid  under  legal  process.  Allan$an  v. 
Aikin$an  is  a  distinct  authority  upon  this  point.  Several  cases  >rere 
eited  for  the  paq)oee  of  showing  that  payments  made  under  compulsion 
of  legal  process,  could  not  be  recovered!  These  cases  were  decided  when 
the  statute  of  James  was  in  force,  and  had  reference  to  that  statute. 
Bat  it  is  enou^  to  say  that  we  are  not  now  dealing  with  that  statute, 
and  that  those  cases  are  therefore  inapplicable  to  the  present.  The 
bankrupt  had  no  more  right  to  ^>ply  the  assets  belongiog  to  his  assignees 
in  satisfaction  of  the  demand  ol  the  now  defendants,  than  a  clerk  would 
have  so  to  apply  the  moneys  of  his  master.  It  is  said,  that,  although  the 
aharifi^  at  the  tune  be  received  the  money,  had  notice  of  the  prior  act  of 
iMmkruptcy,  it  does  not  appear  froiri  the  case  that  he  informed  the  now 
defendants  that  he  had  had  such  notice.  That,  however,  was  not 
necessary ;  the  now  defendants  themselves  had  had  notice.  It  has  been 
attempted  to  distinguish  the  acts  of  the  sheriff  from  those  of  the  now 
drfendants.  But  they  put  the  sheriff  in  motion,  and  they  sanction  and 
adept  his  acts,  by  receiving  the  firuits  of  the  execution,  and  are  therefore 
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responsible.  Several  cases  showing  that  money  had  and  received'  is 
nudntainable  under  such  circumstances,  will  be  found  collected  in  Atkin- 
son's Treatise  on  the  ofiSce  of  sheriff,  p.  540,  541. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
judgment. 

CoLTMAK,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  was  contended  in  the 
moAo-}  ^Bt  place,  on  the  part  of  the  'Mefendants,  that  there  had  been 
•^  no  due  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  and  the  case  of  Conway 
y.  IfaU  was  relied  on  for  that  position.  Mr.  Badeley  suggested  that  that 
case  arose  upon  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  6,  and  not  upon  the  statute  by  which 
this  case  is  to  be  governed,  mz,  the  5  &  6  Yict.  c.  122,  s.  22.  The  di^tes 
however  show  that  the  case  must  have  arisen  after  the  passing  of  the 
last-mentioned  statute,  although  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  report,  to 
have  been  adverted  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument.  That  is  a  matter 
of  no  material  consequence ;  for,  the  objection  there, — ^that  the  declara^ 
tion  of  insolvency  had  not  been  filed, — ^was  equally  available  under  either 
statute.  Upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  present  case,  it  appears  that  a 
declaration  of  insolvency  had  been  duly  filed, — ^which,  under  the  5  &;  6 
Vict.  c.  122,  s.  22,  is  declared  to  be  an  act  of  bankruptcy, — ^and  that  the 
defendants  had  had  due  notice  thereof  before  the  payment  in  question 
was  made. 

The  other  objections  to  the  phuntifis'  right  to  recover,  were,  that  there 
was  no  sufficient  privity  to  entitle  them  to  maintain  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received,  and  that  an  action  will  not  lie  to  recover  back  money 
paid  under  legal  process.  I  think,  however,  that  both  these  points 
are  disposed  of  by  the  cases  cited  or  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  which 
it  is  not  necessary  more  particularly  to  advert.  Whether  the  process 
were  a  ca.  %a.  or  a^.  fa.  makes,  it  seems,  no  difference  in  this  respect. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled,  in  this  form  of 
action,  to  recover  back  the  money  which  these  defendants  have  received 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case ;  it  being  their  money,  and 
consequently  received  to  their  use.  Generally  speaking,  wherever  money 
belongmg  to  one  person  has  been  received  by  another  without  authori^, 
*2431  ^^  ™^^  ^  recovered  *back.  That  general  principle  is  not  denied 
on  this  occasion ;  but  it  is  said  not  to  be  applicable  to  this  case. 
The  answer  attempted  to  be  given  is,  that  the  law,  for  avoiding  circuity 
of  actions,  does  not  permit  money  that  has  been  paid  under  legal  process 
to  be  recovered  back.  Here,  however,  the  legal  process  was  against  the 
bankrupt, — ^not  against  the  phuntifis,  or  against  one  in  privity  with  them. 
The  principle  relied  on  does  not  apply  where  the  transaction  is  re9  inter 
alios  acta.  The  assignees  certainly  do  represent  the  bankrupt ;  but  they 
are  not  bound  by  acts  done  by  him  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  any 
more  than  a  lessee  or  grantee  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his  lessor  or  grantor 
after  the  making  of  the  lease  or  grant.  Here,  there  was  due  and  suffi- 
cient notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy.    As  to  that,  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict. 
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e.l22y  6«  23,  is  cle^r  and  explicit :  and,  if  the  provision  in  the  6  G.  4^ 
€.  16,  is  inconsistent  with  it,  the  later  statute  most  prevail.  It  is  vume- 
eeasary  to  discuss  cases  that  were  decided  under  previous  statutes.  The 
filing  of  a  declaration  of  insolvency  is  clearly  an  act  of  hankmptcj. 
Such  an  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  and  the  defendants  had  due 
notice  of  it,  before  the  execution  in  this  case  was  executed :  and,  conse- 
quently, the  payment  made  under  that  execution,  is  taken  out  of  the 
protection  of  the  bankrupt  law.  The  money  of  the  plaintiffs,  therefore, 
having  passed  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  sherifi^  and  from  the  sheriff  to 
the  defendants,  without  the  privity  or  authority  of  the  plaintifb,  aux. 
without  any  protection  derivable  from  the  bankrupt  law,  they  are  clearly 
entitled  to  maintain  this  action  to  recover  it  back.  I  think,  further,  that 
tbe  case  does  not  fall  within  any  exception  entitling  the  defendants  to 
bold  it  as  money  recovered  under  legal  process. 

V.  Willia;us,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  having  been  a 
sufficient  notice  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy  *under  the  5  &  6  Vict.  ri^oA± 
c  122,  s.  22, — ^which  is,  in  my  judgment,  substituted  for  the  act  *' 
of  bankruptcy  of  the  same  nature  in  the  6  G.  4,  c.  16,  s.  6, — ^the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover,, the  transaction  not  being  protected  by  the 
2  t  3  Vict.  c.  29. 

The  cases  of  Whitmare  v.  Greene  and  WiUan  v.  Tummanj  6  M.  ft  G. 
236,  6  Scott,  N.  B.  894,  no  doubt  prove  that  the  defendants  would  not 
have  been  liable  for  the  act  of  the  sheriff,  unless  they  had  afterwards 
ratified  and  assented  to  it.  But  those  cases  are  no  authority  to  show 
that  there  is  in  this  case  a  want  of  that  degree  of  privity  which  will 
entitle  the  plaintiffs  to  resort  to  this  form  of  action.  On  the  contrary, 
in  the  former  case,  the  lord  chief  baron  seems  to  assume  that  the  execu- 
tion-creditor might  be  liable  to  refund  the  money  paid  to  him.  And 
Notley  V.  £t£cA:-and  Allanson  v.  Atkinson  are  distinct  authorities  to  show 
that  money  received  from.a  bankrupt,  whether  under  a  ca.  %a.  or  a/,  /a., 
after  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy,  may  be  recovered  back  by  the 
assignees,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.(a) 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

(a)  See  Grteti  ▼.  Laurie^  1  Ezch.  335. 


♦WILSON  V.  UPFILL.    Nov.  25.  [*245 

Ao  order  itaying  all  farther  proceedings  in  the  cause  "  until  the  further  order  of  the  court," 
cannot  be  waived  by  a  notice  of  abandonment  of  such  order  from  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 

IssuB  was  joined  in  this  cause  on  the  20th  of  July,  1846,  and  notice 
of  trial  was  given  for  the  then  next  sunmier  assizes  at  Gloucester.  On 
the  26th  of  May,  1847,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment 
ts  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  which  was  discharged,  by  consent,  on  the  12th 
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of  June,  the  motion  appearing  to  have  been  made  prematurely,  inasmnbli 
as  the  defendant  had  nerer  notified  to  the  plaint^  his  abandonment  of 
an  order  made  on  the  7th  of  Augnst,  1846,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that 
1^11  farther  proceedings  in  this  cause  should  be  stayed  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court.  On  the  25th  of  June,  1847,  the  defendant  gave  the 
plaintiff  a  formal  notice  that  he  abandoned  the  order  of  the  7th  of 
August,  1846,  and,  early  in  the  present  term,  he  again  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  against  which 

WUles  now  showed  cause.  This  not  jbeing  an  order  exclusively  for  the 
benefit  of  the  defendant,  he  was  not  at  liberty  thus  to  abandon  it,  at  his 
election.  At  all  events,  the  present  motion  is  prematurely  made.  There 
has  been  no  fresh  default  since  the  plaintiff's  hands  were  loosed  (if  loosed 
they  were)  by  the  notice  of  the  26th  of  June,  1847. 

Pashletfy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  waive 
tha  order  by  which  the  proceedings  were  stayed ;  and,  having  done  so, 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  proceed  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
•24R1  *^'^'^^*  ^  Maunder  v.  Collett^  8  Man.  Gr.  &B.  554,  it  was  held 
•I  that  a  defendant  who  has  obtained  an  order  for  particulars  of  the 
plaintiff 's  demand,  with  a  stay  of  proceedings  until  they  are  delivered, 
may  waive  the  delivery  of  such  particulars,  and  plead  or  demur  to  the 
declaration.  Wildb,  0.  J.,  there  says:  ^^It  is  idle  to  say  that  the 
defendant  cannot  waive  an  order,  or  take  any  step  in  a  cause,  without 
obtaining  a  fresh  order  to  rescind  it." 

Wildb,  0.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  such  an  order  as  the  present  does 
not  fall  within  the  rule,  that  an  order  operating  exclusively  for  the 
benefit  of  one  side  may  be  abandoned.  It  continued  to  be  a  binding 
order  until  rescinded  by  the  authority  by  which  it  was  made. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  (^charged,  with  costs. 
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HARTLEY  and  Another  v.  CUMMINGS. 
HARTLEY  v.  SAME.    Dee.  6. 

A.  «oatt«cted  to  terre  B.  and  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  for  seven  years,  in  liis 
basioeas  of  a  glaas  and  alkali  mano&cturer,  and  at  aU  times  during  the  term  to  do  his  best 
endearoors,  and  use  his  utmost  care  and  diligence  in  the  works ;  and,  farther,  that  he  would 
DOC,  at  any  time  during  the  term,  neglect  or  absent  himself  from  the  said  service,  without  the 
eooaent  in  writing  of  B.  or  his  partner  or  partnera  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of 
tbem  as  should  carry  on  the  business ;  nor  would  work  for  or  serve  any  other  person  or  per* 
sons,  wtibout  such  consent : — in  consideration  of  which  service,  B.  agreed  to  pay  A.  24«.  per 
week  for  a  certain  amount  of  vrork,  and  to  find  him  aome  other  description  of  work,  provided 
he  should  not  require  that  quantity  of  the  4»ecified  work,  ao  that  A/s  wagea  should  not  bo 
leas  than  24f .  per  week,  except  when  a  furnace  should  be  out,  when  A.  agreed  to  work  for 
21ff.  per  week :  and  it  was  agreed,  that,  if  A.  ahould  be  sick  or  otherwise  incapacitated  from 
performing  the  aervice,  or  in  case  of  misconduct,  or  if  B.,  or  his  partner  or  partnera  for  the 
time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  ss  should  carry  on  the  trade,  should  disoontinoe  the 
trade  during  the  term, — in  either  of  such  cases,  B.  or  his  partners  should  be  at  liberty  to  re- 
lain  or  emptoy  any  other  peraon  in  the  room  oratead  of  A.,  without  being  obliged  to  pay  him 
any  wages  or  satisfaction  :— 

Bdd,  that  this  agreement  was  not  void  for  want  of  mutuality,  or  as  being  in  imreaaonable  re- 
straint  of  trade. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case  against  the  defendants  for  seducing 
workmen  from  the  service  of  the  plaintiff,  a  ghiss  and  alkali  manufac- 
turer ;  with  a  ^second  count,  for  wrongfully  harbouring  workmen  r«24g 
who  had  left  his  service,  after  notice. 

The  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
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Trinity  term,  1846,  when  it  was  proved  tbat  the  defendants  had  sednoed 
from  the  plaintiff's  service  several  workmen  who  were  in  his  service 
under  agreements  as  follows : — 

'^  An  agreement  made  this  14th  day  of  June,  1841,  between  Thomas 
Pike,  glass-maker,  on  the  one  part,  and  James  Hartley,  of  Sunderland, 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  glass  and  alkali  manufacturer,  of  the  other 
part,  as  follows :  And  first,  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  for  the  consideratioa 
hereinafter  mentioned,  doth  hereby  promise  and  agree  to  and  with  the 
said  James  Hartley,  his  executors,  Ac,  in  manner  and  form  following, 
that  is  to  say,  that  he,  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  shall  and  will,  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  all  times  for  and  during  the  term  of  seven  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  these  presents,  well,  faithfully, 
and  diligently,  and  according  to  the  best  of  his  skill  and  ability,  work 
for  and  serve  the  said  James  Hartley  and  his  partner  or  partners  for 
^^491  ^^^  ^™^  ^®uig,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  ^shall  carry  on  the 
-^  trade  or  business  now  carried  on  by  him  as  a  glass  and  alkali 
manufacturer ;  and  also  that  he,  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  shall  and  will 
from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  during  the  said  term,  do  his  best 
endeavours,  and  use  his  utmost  care,  diligence,  and  industry,  in  and 
about  the  glass-house,  glass-works,  or  alkali-works,  and  service  of  the 
said  James  Hartley,  and  the  person  or  persons  aforesaid,  for  his  and 
their  benefit  and<advantage,  and  behalf,  and  shall  not  and  will  not  cause 
to  be  done  any  matter  or  thing  whatsoever  that  may  be  or  tend  to  the 
hurt,  damage,  or  prejudice  of  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or 
partners,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now  carried  on 
by  him ;  and  shall  not  and  will  not,  at  any  time  or  times  during  the  said 
term,  neglect,  or  absent  himself  from,  the  said  work  and  service,  with- 
out the  license  and  consent  of  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or 
partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on 
the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  in  writing  under  his  or  their  hand 
or  hands,  for  that  purpose  first  had  and  obtained ;  and  shall  not  nor  will, 
at  any  time  during  the  teid  term,  work  with  or  for,  or  serve,  any  other 
person  or  persons  whomsoever,  at  any  other  glass-house  or  place  what- 
soever, nor  join  any  workman's  union,  or  any  club,  without  such  license 
and  consent  as  aforesaid;  and  further,  that  he,  the  said  Thomas  Pike, 
shall  and  will  teach  and  instruct,  gratisj  any  person  or  persons  whom 
the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time 
being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now 
carried  on  by  him,  shall  from  time  to  time  name  or  appoint,  but 
no  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  in  the  art,  mystery,  or 
employment  of  pontysticker,  gatherer,  blower,  piece-warmer,  flasher, 
piler,  kiln-assister,  or  any  other  department  which  the  said  James 
Hartley  shall  direct;  and  also  shall  and  will,  at  all  times,  when 
*2501  *^^®^^^^^^  required,  attend,  and  with  his  best  endeavours  help  and 
assist  in  the  setting  of  pots  and  doing  all  other  matters  and  things 
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relating  to  or  ooncenimg  his  bnsiness  or  station  as  aforesaid,  or  the  busi- 
ness of  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time 
being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now  car- 
ried on  by  him ;  and  shall  and  will  be  subjected  to  such  regulation  in  the 
mode  or  modes  or  time  of  working  as  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his 
partner  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall 
carry  on  the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  may,  from  time  to  time, 
find  it  necessary  to  indopt  in  the  carrying  on  of  their  works ;  and  shall 
not  or  will  not  embezzle'  or  waste  the  goods,  or  divulge  or  make  known 
the  secrets  of  the  trade,  or  the  affairs  or  business  of  the  said  James 
Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such 
of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  nor  will 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  during  the  said  term,  become  surety  for,  or 
bound  with,  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  for  the  security  or  pay- 
ment of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  for  the  performance  of  any 
act,  matter,  or  thing  whatsoever : — In  consideration  of  which  said  workv 
and  service  so  to  be  done  and  performed  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  of  the 
agreement  herein  contained  on  the  part  of  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  the 
said  James  Hartley  hereby  promises  and  agrees  to  and  with  the  said 
Thomas  Pike  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  that  he,  the  said  James 
Hartley,  his  executors,  Ji;c.,  or  some  of  them,  shall  and  will,  when  and 
so  long  as  he,  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  shall  continue  and  be  employed  as, 
kcj  for  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time 
being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now  car- 
ried on  by  him,  and  perform  the  agreement  hereinbefore  contained,  well 
and  truly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Thomas  Pike,  so  long  as 
he  continues  to  be  ^employed  as,  &c.,  24«.  per  week,  for  1200  r^osi 
tables;  and,  for  all  good  and  merchantable  tables  over  and  above 
1200,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  10«.  per  hundred  [and  for  others  at 
another  rate],  the  said  Thomas  Pike  engaging  to  make  any  quantity  of 
tables  that  may  be  required,  not  exceeding  2400  tables  per  week ;  and 
the  said  James  Hartley  agrees  to  find  the  said  Thomas  Pike  some  other 
description  of  work,  provided  the  said  James  Hartley  does  not  require 
1200  tables,  so  that  the  wages  of  the  said  Thomas  Pike  shall  not  be  less 
than  24«.  per  week,  except  when  a  furnace  shall  be  out,  when  he,  the 
said  Thomas  Pike,  engages  to  work  for  21s.  per  week, — no  payment  to 
be  made  for  bad  or  unmerchantable  tables :  And  it  is  agreed,  that,  in 
case  the  said  Thomas  Pike  shall  be  sick  or  lame,  or  shall  otherwise  be 
incapacitated  to  perform,  or  shall  not  perform,  the  work  and  service 
aforesaid,  an4  his  engagement  with  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  part- 
ner or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall 
carry  on  the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  or  in  case  he  shall  not,  in 
his  or  in  any  of  their  opinions,  have  conducted  himself  properly,  or  as 
he  ought  to  do,  or  if  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners 
for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  trade 
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or  btiffiiiesB  now  carried  on  hj  him,  shall  discontinae  the  said  trade  or 
ImMnefis  daring  the  said  term  of  seven  years,  then,  in  either  of  soeh 
oases,  the  said  James  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners  for  the  time 
being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on  the  business  now  eai^ 
ried  on  by  him,  shall  and  may  be  at  liberty  to  retain  and  employ  an  j 
other  person  or  persons  in  the  room  or  stead  of  the  said  Thomas  Pike, 
and  therefore  shall  not  be  obliged  to  make  any  payment,  duty,  wages,  or 
other  satisfaction  to  the  said  Thomas  Pike. 

(Signed)    «'  Thomas  Pies, 

<^  Jambs  Hartley." 
^2521       *^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  defendants,  it  was  contended  that  this 
agreement  did  not  show  a  valid  contract  of  service,  inasmuch 
as  there  was  no  mutuality,  and  it  operated  in  unreasonable  restraint  of 
trade. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
reserving  to  the  defendants  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  objections  to  the  agreement  were 
well  founded. 

Attenj  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1846,  accordingly  obtained  a  mle 
nisL  He  cited  (}ale  v.  JBeidj  8  East,  80,  Young  v.  TimmanSj  1  Tyrwh. 
226;  1  C.  &  J.  831,  mteheoek  v.  Coker,  6  Ad.  k  E.  440, 1  N.  &  P.  796, 
and  /^ke»  v.  Dixon,  9  Ad.  &;  E.  698, 1  P.  &;  D.  468. 

Bykif  Serjt.,  and  J^.  Jamesj  now  showed  cause.  The  objections  taken 
to  this  agreement,  are — ^that  there  is  no  mutuality — that  there  is  no 
sufficient  c<msideration  for  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  servant — and 
that  it  is  in  restraint  of  trade. 

This  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  prindple  from  Pilkington  v.  Scott^ 
15  M.  k  W.  667.  There,  the  plaintifb  agreed  in  writing  with  one  Leigh, 
that  he  should  swve  them  for  seven  years  as  a  crown-glass  maker ;  thst 
he  should  not  during  that  term  work  for  any  other  person  without  their 
Kcense ;  that  they  might  deduct  from  his  wages  any  fine  he  might  incur 
for  breach  of  their  rules ;  that,  during  any  depression  of  trade,  he  should 
be  paid  a  moiety  of  his  wages ;  that,  if  he  should  be  sick  or  lame,  the 
plaintiffs  should  be  at  liberty  to  employ  any  other  person  in  his  stead, 
*2581  ^^^^^^^  P<^yii^g  l^iiQ  ^^7  wages ;  *that  the  plaintiffs  should  pay 
him,  so  long  as  he  should  be  employed  and  work  as  a  crown-glass 
maker,  certain  wages  by  the  piece,  and  82.  a  year  in  lieu  of  house-rent 
and  firing ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  should  have  the  option  of  dismissing 
him  from  their  service,  on  giving  him  a  month's  notice  or  a  mQnth*9 
wages :  and  it  was  held  that  this  agreement  bound  the  plaii^tiffis  to  employ 
Leigh  during  the  seven  years,  subject  to  the  above  power  of  dismissal ; 
that  there  was,  therefore,  a  good  consideration  for  Leigh's  contract  to 
serve  for  the  seven  years ;  and  that  the  agreement  was  not  in  unlawful 
restraint  of  trade.  It  is  said,  here,  that  there  is  no  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  master,  to  employ  the  servant,  or  to  supply  materials.    But  thrt 
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18  neeeaamlj  implied  from  the  contract  to  pay  wages  according  to  the 
Bmoimt  of  w<»rk  done ;  and  it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  master  will 
fbrnish  the  servant  with  some  other  description  of  work,  provided  he  does 
not  require  such  a  number  of  tables  as  will  produce  the  servant  249.  per 
week.  Besides,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  the  same  strictness  of  proof 
against  a  wrong-doer,  that  might  be  requisite  if  he  were  seeking  to 
enforee  the  contract  against  the  workman  himself.  In  Keane  v.  Boj/eatij 
2  H.  Blac.  511,  an  infant  slave  in  the  West  Indies  executed  an  inden- 
ture, by  which  he  eovenanted  to  serve  B.  for  a  certain  term  of  years  as 
his  Mervantj  and  B.  covenanted  to  do  certain  things  on  his  part.  B.  then 
came  to  Bnglaad  with  the  slave.  In  an  action  against  A.,  who  had 
seduced  him  from  the  service  of  B.,  A.  was  not  permitted  to  allege  that 
the  contract  was  void  as  being  made  by  an  infant  and  a  slave,  and  there- 
fore that  the  declaration,  which  stated  him  to  have  been  retained  as  .a 
servant  for  a  term  <^  years,  was  not  proved ;  for,  the  court  held  that  the 
efeet  of  9ueh  a  contract  might  be  the  manumumn  of  the  %lave^{a)  and 
^consequently  that  it  was  for  his  own  benefit,  and,  being  for  his  r^co^^ 
own  benefit,  that  it  was,  at  most,  only  voidable  by  the  infant  him- 
self. Assuming,  therefore,  that  this  agreement  is  defective  in  this  respect, 
80  as  to  entitle  the  servant  to  object  to  it  in  an  action  against  him  for  a 
breach  of  it,  it  is  not  competent  to  these  defendants  so  to  do. 

AUenj  Seijt.,  and  JVy,  in  support  of  the  rule.  In  Sykee  v.  Dixon, 
9  Ad.  &  £.  698,  1  P.  ft  D.  468,  a  stranger  was  held  entitled  to  take 
advantage  of  a  void  agreement.  There,  B.  contracted  in  writing  to 
work  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his  trade,  and  for  no  other  person, 
during  twelve  months,  and  so  on  from  twelve  months  to  twelve  months, 
until  B.  should  give  notice  of  quitting :  and  it  was  held,  that  such  agree- 
ment was  invalid,  under  the  statute  29  Gar.  2,  c.  8,  s.  4,  for  want  of 
mutuality ;  and  that  the  objection  might  be  taken  by  the  defendant,  in  an 
action  by  the  plaintiff  for  harbouring  B.,  who,  as  the  plaintiff  alleged, 
had  quitted  him  without  proper  notice.(&) 

All  the  modem  cases,  from  Young  v.  Timmins,  1 C.  &  J.  881, 1  Tyrwh. 
286,  lay  it  down,  that  a  contract  in  partial  restraint  of  trade,  to  be  good, 
must  be  founded  on  some  consideration.  The  rule  is  distinctly  recog- 
nised in  Sitcheoek  v.  Ookerj  6  Ad.  &  E.  488,  1  N.  &  P.  796,  where  the 
whole  law  upon  the  subject  is  learnedly  and  elaborately  discussed  and 
considered  by  Lord  Dbnmav.  In  MaUan  v.  May,  11  M.  &;  W.  653,  it 
was  held  that  a  contract  in  ^restraint  of  trade,  to  an  extent  greater  r«255 
than  is  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  party,  is  unreasonable, 
and  void,  as  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  public.  Paree,  B.,  in  deli- 
vering the  judgment  of  the  court,  there  says :  '^  Contracts  for  the  partial 

te^  Et  Tide  Co.  Lift.  124,  a.  b. 

{h;  Lord  DEHMAjr  there  uys :  "  It  was  argued,  on  the  authority  of  Keane  v.  Boycott ,  that 
tba  objeetioD  was  not  one  which  a  third  person  could  take ;  and  that  might  be  so  in  a  case 
ivfaere  the  aerraiit  was  defatio  continuing  in  the  serTice ;  but  not  here,  where  he  had  quitted 
hit  master,  and  taken  his  chance  in  hiring  himself  to  the  defendant.*' 


255  Hartlet  v.  Cummings.  M.  V.  1847. 

restraint  of  trade,  are  upheld,  not  because  they  are  advantageonB  to  the 
individual  with  whom  the  contract  is  made,  and  a  sacrifice  pro  tanto  of 
the  rights  of  the  community,  but  because  it  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  public 
at  large  that  they  should  be  enforced.  Many  of  these  partial  restraints 
on  trade  are  perfectly  consistent  with  public  convenience  and  the  general 
interest,  and  have  been  supported ;  such  is  the  case  of  the  disposing  of  a 
shop  in  a  particular  place,  with  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  not 
to  carry  on  a  trade  in  the  same  place.  It  is  in  effect  the  sale  of  a  good* 
will,  and  offers  an  encouragement  to  trade,  by  allowing  a  party  to  dispose 
of  all  the  fruits  of  his  industry :  PrugneU  v.  Cloity  Aleyn,  67 ;  (a)  Broad 
V.  Joliffe^  Cro.  Jac.  696,  Broad  v.  JoUyffe;  Jelliott  v.  Broad,  Noy,  98, 
Jellite  V.  Broade.  And  such  is  the  class  of  cases, — of  much  more  fre- 
quent occurrence,  and  to  which  this  present  case  belong?,— of  a  trades- 
man, manufacturer,  or  professional  man,  taking  a  servant  or  clerk  into 
his  service,  with  a  contract  that  he  will  not  carry  on  the  same  trade  or 
profession  within  certain  limits :  Chessman  v.  Nainbyj  2  Ld.  Baym.  1456, 
2  Stra.  739.  In  such  a  case,  the  public  derives  an  advantage  in  the 
unrestrained  choice,  which  such  a  stipulation  gives  to  the  employer,  of 
able  assistants,  and  the  security  it  affords  that  the  master  will  not  witb* 
hold  from  the  servant  instruction  in  the  secrets  of  his  trade,  and  the 
communication  of  his  own  skill  and  experience,  from  the  fear  of  his  after- 
wards having  a  rival  in  the  same  business.    It  is  justly  observed  by  Lord 
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Wynford,  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  *court  in  Homer  v.  Ashr 


ford,  8  Bingh.  322,  11  J.  B.  Moore,  91,  that  4t  may  often  hap^ 
pen  that  individual  interest  and  general  convenience  render  engagements 
not  to  carry  on  trade,  or  act  in  a  profession,  in  a  particular  place,  proper ; 
that  engagements  of  this  sort  between  masters  and  servants  are  not 
injurious  restraints  of  trade,  but  securities  necessary  for  those  who  are 
engaged  in  it ;  and  that  the  effect  of  such  contracts  is  to  encourage, 
rather  than  cramp,  the  employment  of  capital  in  trade,  and  the  promo- 
tion of  industry.'  "  The  principle  is  again  recognised  in  Price  v.  Oreeny 
16  M.  &  W.  346.(5)  In  all  these  cases  there  is  a  mutuality  that  is  wanting 
here.  Upon  the  face  of  this  agreement,  the  servant  binds  himself  to 
serve,  not  merely  the  person  who  contracts  with  him,  but  also  certain 
unknown  persons,  who  may  hereafter  claim  an  interest  in  his  services, 
without  his  having  the  corresponding  advantage  of  claiming  them  for 
paymasters.  Various  acts  of  parliament  give  mutual  rights  and  remedies 
to  masters  and  servants.((?)  This  contract  seeks  to  impose  upon  the 
servant,  liabilities  and  duties  towards  persons  against  whom  he  could  not 
enforce  those  statutory  remedies.  Besides,  the  agreement  binds  the 
servant  to  work  for  no  one  else  during  the  seven  years :  but  it  does  not 
bind  the  master  to  employ  him  during  that  period ;  he  may  suspend  the 

(a)  But  the  name  of  the  case  is  PrugneU  v.  Go$$e, 

(6)  Affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Exchequer  in  Grmn  ▼.  Price,  13  M.  &  W.  695. 

(e)  See  20  G.  2,  c.  19 ;  31  G.  2,  ell;  42G.3,c.90;  4G.4,c.34;  2  &  3  Vict  e.  71. 
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▼orks,  and  yet  make  no  remnneration  to  the  servant.  In  this  respect, 
the  case  very  closely  resembles  that  of  Aspdin  v.  Awtttij  5  Q.  B.  671.(a) 
There,  by  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  manufacture  for  the  defendant  cement  of  a  certain  quality ; 
and  the  defendant,  on  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  performing  such  engage- 


ment, promised  to  pay  him  41,  weekly  during  *the  two  years  fol- 
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lowing  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  51.  weekly  during  the  year 
next  following,  and  also  to  receive  him  into  partnership  as  a  manufacturer 
of  cement,  at  the  expiration  of  three  years ;  and  the  plaintiff  engaged 
to  instmct  the  defendant  in  the  art  of  manufacturing  cement.  Each 
party  bound  himself,  in  a  penal  sum,  to  fulfil  the  agreement.  The  defend- 
ant afterwards  covenanted  by  deed  for  the  performance  of  the  agreement 
on  his  part.  It  was  held,  that  the  provisions  in  the  agreement  did  not 
raiae  an  implied  covenant  that  the  defendant  should  employ  the  plaintiff 
in  the  business  during  two  or  three  years,  although  the  defendant  was 
bound  iy  the  express  tffordsy  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  stipulated  wages 
during  those  periods  respectively,  if  the  plaintiff  performed,  or  was  ready 
to  perform,  the  condition  precedent  on  his  part.  PUkington  v.  Scott  is 
distinguishable  from  the  present  case  in  several  respects.  The  servant 
was  to  be  paid  a  moiety  only  of  his  wages  in  case  of  any  depression  of 
trade ;  his  payment  was  to  be  not  wholly  by  piece  work ;  and  there  was 
a  proviso  for  a  determination  of  the  relation  by  a  month's  notice. 

Maulb,  3.{b)  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
This  is  an  action  for  seducing  workmen  from  the  service  of  the  plaintiff, 
a  glass  and  alkali-manufacturer,  and  for  harbouring  them  after  notice. 
It  appears  that  one  Thomas  Pike  was  in  the  service  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  defendant  induced  him  to  leave.  The  objection  urged  on  the 
p«rt  of  the  defendant,  is,  that  the  agreement  entered  into  by  Pike  with 
the  plaintiff,  was  one  that  gave  the  latter  no  right  to  compel  Pike  to  serve 
him,  inasmuch  as  it  was  void,  either  for  want  of  mutuality,  or  because  it 
was  a  contract  to  an  ^unreasonable  extent  operating  in  restraint  r«25g 
of  trade.  On  the  other  side,  it  was  insisted,  upon  the  authority 
a£jKeane  v.  Baycotty  that  it  is  quite  immaterial,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
action,  whether  the  agreement  was  void  or  not ;  for,  that  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  the  defendants,  who  are  wrong-doers,  to  take  advantage  of  its 
invalidity.  In  answer  to  this,  the  case  of  Sykes  v.  Dixon  was  cited  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  where  it  is  said  to  have  been  decided  by  the 
court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  such  an  objection  may  be  set  up  by  a  third 
persoil,  not  a  party  to  the  agreement.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whether 
that  case  may  not  be  distinguished  from  the  present, — there  being  no 
Bubsbting  service  that  was  interrupted  by  the  act  of  the  defendant, — 
because,  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  there  was  a  contract  between 
Hartley  and  Pike  which  was  perfectly  valid,  notwithstanding  the  objeo- 

(c)  And  see  Dunn  ▼.  SayU»,  lb.  685. 

(I)  WiLU,  C.  J.,  WM  aitting  at  oim  prins,  and  Coltman,  J.^  was  at  chambers. 
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tions  that  have  been  urged.  It  is  necessary  to  look  very  minutel  j  at  the 
agreement.  The  contract  is,  in  terms,  made  between  Thomas  Pike  and 
James  Hartley.  It  provides,  in  the  first  place,  that  Pike  shall,  during 
the  term  of  seven  years,  work  for  and  serve  Hartley  "  and  his  partner 
or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry 
on  the  trade  or  business  now  carried  on  by  him."  So  that  the  person 
with  whom  Pike  contracts,  is,  James  Hartley,  and  James  Hartley  alone^ 
and  the  thing  he  contracts  to  do,  is,  to  serve  him  or' those  who  may  at  any 
future  time  during  the  term  carry  on  the  trade.  The  contract  then  goes 
on  to  provide  that  Pike  shall,  at  all  times  during  the  term,  do  his  best 
endeavours,  and  use  his  utmost  care,  diligence,  and  industry  in  and  about 
the  works  and  service  of  Hartley  and  the  person  or  persons  aforesaid^ 
for  his  and  their  benefit,  and  shall  not  cause  to  be  done  any  matter  or 
thing  whatsoever  that  may  tend  to  the  hurt,  damage,  or  prejudice  of 
Hartley,  or  his  partner  or  partners,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on 
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the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  and  *shall  not,  at  any  time 


or  times  during  the  term,  neglect  or  absent  himself  from,  the  said 
work  and  service,  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  Hartley,  or  his  part- 
ner or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall 
carry  on  the  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  and  shall  not,  at  any  time 
during  the  term,  work  with  or  for,  or  serve,  any  other  person  or  persona 
whomsoever,  at  any  other  glass-house  or  place  whatsoever,  without  such 
consent.  The  whole  of  these  provisions  show  that  the  carrying  on  of 
the  business  which  Hartley  was  at  the  time  carrying  on,  was  the  <ui«tra- 
tum  of  the  agreement.  The  term  of  service  was  to  depend  upon  the 
existence  and  the  carrying  on  of  the  business.  There  could  be  no  service 
by  Pike,  and  no  dispensation  by  Hartley,  unless  the  business  were  con- 
tinuing. Upon  the  business  ceasing,  it  follows  that  the  agreement  falls 
to  the  ground  on  both  sides.  Then,  there  is  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
Hartley  to  pay  to  Pike  certain  wages  for  a  given  quantity  of  work,  and 
:at  certain  rates  for  additional  work ;  and,  further,  Hartley  engages  to 
find  Pike  some  other  description  of  work,  provided  he  shall  not  require 
1200  tables  each  week,  so  that  Pike's  weekly  wages  shall  not  be  less  than 
;24».,  except  when  a  furnace  shall  be  out,  in  which  case  Pike  agrees  to 
work  .for  21«.  per  week.  It  is  then  provided,  that,  in  case  Pike  shall  be 
^ick  or  lame,  or  otherwise  incapacitated  to  perform,  or  shall  not  perform, 
his  work,  or  shall  misconduct  himself,  or  if  Hartley,  or  his  partner  or 
partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  shall  carry  on 
the  trade  or  business  now  carried  on  by  him,  shall  discontinue  the  busi- 
ness, during  the  term,  then,  in  either  of  such  cases.  Hartley,  or  his  part- 
ners, &c.,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  employ  any  other  person  in  the  room  of 
Pike,  and  shall  not  be  obliged  to  pay  Pike  any  wages  or  other  satisfac- 
tion. It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  foundatioii  for  any  of  the  objec 
wOQQl  ^^^^^  ^^^^  "^have  been  urged.     It  is  not  necessary  to  deny  that  this 

agreement  might  operate  in  restraint  of  trade  to  an  extent  that 
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would  vitiate  it,  if  it  gave  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  keep  Pike  unemployed 
during  any  part  of  the  seven  years.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  this  agree- 
ment gives  him  no  such  right.  The  master  engages  to  employ  the  work- 
man for  the  seven  years  at  a  given  rate  of  wages,  except  in  the  events 
that  are  specially  provided  for,  viz.  incapacity  or  misconduct  of  the 
workman,  or  the  master  ceasing  to  carry  on  the  trade.  The  engagement 
on  the  part  of  the  master,  in  the  event  of  the  particular  goods  not  heing 
wanted,  to  find  the' servant  other  work  that  shall  produce  the  prescribed 
amount  of  wages,  exhibits  sufficient  mutuality.  There  are  plain  and 
well-defined  obligations  on  both  sides.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there 
is  no  want  of  mutuality,  and  no  violation  of  the  principle  of  law  as  ta 
contracts  in  restraint  of  trade.  With  respect  to  the  possibility  of  third 
persons  becoming  interested  in  the  contract, — ^it  seems  to  me  that  there 
is  nothing  in  that  to  prevent  Hartley  from  suing  or  being  sued  upon  the 
agreement.  It  b  by  no  means  an  unusual  provision  to  make.(a)  Then 
it  is  said,  that,  by  this  agreement,  the  workman  may  be  bound  to  serve 
parties  against  whom  he  would  have  none  of  the  remedies  provided  by 
the  statutes  regulating  the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  That  may 
be  so.  But  the  answer  is,  that  the  summary  proceeding  may  not  be  so 
valuable  as  some  of  the  advantages  which  this  agreement  gives  him.(5) 

Crbsswbll,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  disr 
charged.  The  substance  of  this  agreement  is,  that  Pike  shall  serve 
Hartley,  and  his  partner  *or  partners  for  the  time  being,  during  r4e26i 
the  term  of  seven  years,  and  that  Hartley,  or  those  who  should  ^ 
carry  on  the  business,  should  find  Pike  work  that  should  enable  him  to 
earn  24».  per  week,  or  21«.  per  week  in  the  event  of  a  furnace  being 
out.  It  would  be  a  most  grievous  restraint  of  trade  if  no  valid  contract 
could  be  entered  into  by  a  workman  that  would  override  a  change  in  the 
firm,  and  it  would  operate  most  injuriously  to  the  interest  of  the  working 
classes  themselves.  By  this  agreement,  Hartley  at  all  events  binds  him- 
self to  find  work  for  Kke  during  the  seven  years,  subject  to  the  inter- 
ruptions that  are  specially  provided  for.  As  to  the  supposed  restramt 
of  trade,  I  do  not  very  well  see  how  that  question  can  arise  here.  I 
quite  agree  with  Rolfe,  B.,  who  says,  in  the  case  of  PUkingUm  v.  Scott: 
**  The  case  depends  not  so  much  on  any  principle  relating  to  contracts  in 
restraint  of  trade,  as  upon  the  principles  relating  to  contracts  in  general ; 
because,  if  it  was  a  contract  with  the  workman  to  work  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  seven  years,  and  by  the  plaintiffs  to  employ  him  for  that  time,  it 
clearly  was  not  void  as  being  in  restraint  of  trade."  The  provision  as 
to  the  discontinuance  of  the  business,  means  a  substantial  and  band  fide 
ceasing  to  trade,  and  not  a  mere  temporary  suspension.  Whenever  that 
might  happen,  Pike  would  want  no  leave  to  work  for  any  other  firm : 

M  Viae  S^  ▼.  MtryU,  2  Man.  Or.  Sl  S.  644. 

(0  If  Pike  liad  further  promieed  to  do  a  thing  wholly  oolkteral^  the  coonderation  wovM  vp- 
pctt  to  be  soflBiciem  to  eupport  rach  promise. 

▼oIn  T.— 22  P 
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ftnd  leave  could  only  be  given  bj  persons  continmng  to  canj  on  the 

business. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  entirely  concur  in  the  construction  put  upon  the 
Agreement  by  my  brothers  Maulb  and  Grbsswell.  It  clearly  contem- 
plates nothing  that  can  be  construed  to  be  an  unreasonable  restraint  of 
trade.  There  is  no  substance  in  the  objection  as  to  the  introduction  of 
new  partners.  And,  as  to  the  rest,  I  think  the  case  is  governed  by 
PUkingtan  v.  Scott*  Rule  discharged. 


•262]  BAKER  and  Another  v.  PLASKITT.    Dec.  7- 

The  26th  Bection  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  prohibits  the  transfer  of  shares  in  any  joint-stock 
company  within  that  act,  the  formation  of  whiek  $hall  be  commeneed  after  let  of  Novemher, 
1844,  until  snch  joint-stock  company  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  regis* 
tration. 

In  assumpsit  for  not  accepting  shares  in  a  railway  company,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that,  after 
the  Istof  November,  1844,  divers  persons,  exceeding  the  number  of  twenty-five,  were  tmited 
and  estsblished  as  a  joint-stock  company  in  England,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  certain 
works  that  might  be  carried  on  without  obtaining  the  authority  of  parliament,  to  wit,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  certain  railway  in  India ;  that  the  company  had  not  been  formed  or  ettab^ 
iiehed,  either  by  or  in  the  names  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  or  in  any  way,  on  or  hrfort 
the  let  day  ef  Novemher,  1844,  nor  had  the  company  ever  at  any  time  been  incorporated  by 
statute  or  charter,  &c. ;  and  that  the  company  had  not  obtained  any  certificate  of  completa 
registration,  under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110. 

At  the  trial,  it  was  proved,  that  one  S.  went  to  India  in  1643,  for  the  purpose  oC promoting  lh« 
formation  of  railways  there ;  that  he  had  conversations  with  obtain  persons  there  touching 
a  line  of  railway  between  M.  and  D. ;  that  meetings  were  held  upon  the  subject,  and  pro- 
mises of  assistance  were  obtained  fi'om  persons  who  agreed  to  be  parties  to  a  company  for 
that  purpose,  when  formed ;  that,  in  July,  1844,  S.  procured  a  draft  deed  of  settlement  to  he 
prepared  in  India ;  that  he  left  India  in  September,  1844,  and  during  his  homeward  voyage 
drew  up  a  report  upon  the  subject  of  the  proposed  line  ;  that  S.  arrived  in  Ehigland  on  the 
3d  of  November,  1844 ;  and  that  the  company  was  provitionaUy  registered  in  May,  1845; 
but  that  it  had  never  been  eosipJeCeZy  registered : — 

Held,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  that  the  formation  of  the  company  had  been 
commenced  before  the  1st  of  November,  1844 :  But, 

SembU,  that  the  plea,  though  good  after  having  been  pleaded  over  to,  would  have  been  bad  on 
demurrer,  for  alleging  that  the  company  had  not  been  formed  or  eetabliihed  on  or  before  the 
Ist  of  November,  1844,  instead  of  negativing,  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  that  the  formation 
of  the  company  had  been  commenced  before  that  day. 

Assumpsit,  for  not  accepting  scrip  or  shares  in  a  joint-stock  company, 
called  the  East-India-Railway  Company ;  with  the  usual  money  counts. 

The  defendant,  amongst  other  pleas,  pleaded,  ninthly,  as  follows: — 
As  to  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  —  that,  before  the  making  of  the 
said  alleged  contract  and  promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 
*2631  ^®^*^^^  ^^^  ^accruing  of  the  alleged  causes  of  action  in  the  said 
■*  first  count  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  and 
after  the  Ist  of  November,  1844,  to  wit,  on  the  81st  of  December, 
1845,  divers  persons  whose  names  are  to  the  defendant  unknown, 
exceeding  the  number  of  twenty-five  (without  including  any  admission 
into  the  partnership  hereinafter  mentioned,  subsequent  to  the  formation 
thereof,  on  devolution  or  other  act  in  law),  consisting,  to  wit,  of  thirty 
persons,  had  been  and  then  were  united  in  partnership,  and  established 
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as  a  joint-stock  company,  in  that  part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  for  the  purpose  of  executing,  for 
profit  to  the  said  partnership,  certain  worka  which  then  might  and 
could,  and  still  can,  he  carried  into  execution  without  ohtaining  the 
authority  of  parliament,  that  is  to  say,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
certain  railway  in  that  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  called  India,  to 
wit,  a  railway  to  hesutlled  The  East-India  Railway :  that  the  said  part- 
nership and  company  hath  not  been  formed  or  establisfiedj  either  hy,  or 
in  the  names  of,  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  or  in  any  way 
howsoever,  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  November ^  1844,  nor  hath  the  said 
partnership  or  company  ever  at  any  time  been  incorporated  by  statute 
or  charter,  or  authorized  by  statute  or  letters-patent  to  sue  or  to  be  sued 
in  the  name  of  any  officer  or  person:  that  the  aforesaid  partnership  or 
company  had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  alleged  contract  and 
promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  or  at  the  time  of  the  settlement, 
purchase,  or  payments  by  the  .plaintifis,  as  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
or  at  any  time  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  obtained  any  cer- 
tificate of  complete  registration  under  or  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions 
of  a  certain  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  a  session  of  parlia- 
ment holden  in  the  7th  and  8th  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty 
Queen  Victoria,  for  *the  registration,  incorporation,  and  regula-  r«oa4 
tion  of  joint-stock  companies  :(a)  that  the  said  shares  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  and  all  and  every  of  them,  were,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  contract  and  promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and 
Off  the  said  settlement,  purchase,  and  payments  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  in 
tlie  first  count  mentioned,  shares  and  interests  in  the  aforesaid  partner- 
ahip  and  company,  claimed  by  divers  persons  whose  names  and  number 
are  to  the  defendant  unknown :  that  the  said  scrip-receipts  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  and  all  and  every  of  them,  were  scrip-receipts 
purporting  to  entitle  the  holder  thereof,  to  the  said  last-mentioned 
claimed  shares  and  interests  in  the  said  partnership  and  company :  and 
tliat  the  said  shares  and  scrip-receipts  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
were  not,  nor*  were  any  or  either  of  them,  other  or  different  shares  or 
scrip-receipts  than  as  last  aforesaid — ^verification* 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff*  replied  de  tnjurid. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Trinity  term,  1846.  The  material  facts  were  as  follows : — ^In  the  year 
1843,  one  Stephenson,  an  engineer,  went  out  to  India,  as  a  private  specu- 
lation, and  at  his  own  expense,  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  formation 
<tf  railways,  and  the  introduction  of  steam  navigation,  throughout  the 
territories  under  the  dominion  of  the  East-India  Company.  Whilst  there, 
he  had  conversations  with  several  persons  of  influence,  touching  a  line  of 
raQway  between  Mirsapoor  and  Delhi:  meetings  were  held  upon  the 
subject,  and  promises  of  assistance  and  co-operation  were  obtained  firom 

(a)  7  &  8  Vict,  c  110. 
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individuals,  wbo  agreed  to  be  parties  to  a  company  for  that  purpose  wlm 
formed.  In  Julj,  1844,  Stephenson  procured  a  draft  deed  of  settlement 
.for  a  proposed  company,  to  be  prepared  in  India.  He  left  India  ia 
•9fi';i  *September,  1844;  and,  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  home,  he 
J  drew  up  a  report  upon  the  subject  of  the  proposed  line.  He  arrriTed 
in  England  on  the  8d  of  November,  1844 ;  and,  in  the  course  of  that  month^ 
he  handed  a  prospectus  to  Messrs.  Capes  &  Stewart,  the  solicitors  to  the 
proposed  company ;  which  prospectus  was  shortly  afterwards  printed  and 
circulated.  The  company  was  pravisianalli/ regiitered  in  May^  1845,  as 
"  The  East-India-Railway  Company,"  but  it  had  never  been  completely 
registered.  Stephenson  returned  to  India  in  the  course  of  the  year  1845, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  a  survey  of  the  country  through  which  the 
proposed  line  was  to  pass. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  this  evidence  sus- 
tained the  ninth  plea,  showing  that  the  company  had  not  been  formed  or 
established  on  or  before  the  1st  of  November,  1844 ;  and  therefore  that 
the  transfer  and  sale  of  shares  therein  was  illegal,  by  the  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  110,  s.  26.(a) 

.•2661  *"'"^®  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the 
^  formation  of  the  company  had  been  commenced  on  or  before  the 
1st  of  November,  1844 ;  telling  them  that  it  was  not  essential,  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  words  of  the  statute,  that  the  formation  of  the  company 
should  have  been  completed  on  or  before  that  day. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifis. 

Whitehurstf  in  Michaelmas  term,  1846,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  that  no  shareholder  of  any  joint-ttock  company,  completely  registered 
under  this  act,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  any  dividends  or  profits,  or  be  entitled  to  the  rente* 
dies  or  powers  hereby  given  to  shareholders,  until  he  shall  have  executed  the  deed  of  settle* 
ttient  of  the  said  company,  or  some  deed  referring  thereto,  and  also  have  paid  up  all  instalments 
or  ealla  due  from  him,  and  ahall  have  been  regbterad  in  the  registry  office  aforesaid  [as.  15, 
19] ;  and,  further,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  ahareholder  who  shall  have  signed  such  deed. 
and  paid  up  such  instalments  or  calls,  and  shall  have  been  registered,  and  he  is  hereby  entitled 
«Ho  b^  present  at  all  general  meetings  oi  the  company,— -and  also  to  take  part  in  the  discus- 
sions thereat, — and  also  to  vote  in  the  determination  of  any  queation  thereat,  and  that,  either 
in  person  or  by  proxy,  unless  the  deed  of  settlement  shall  preclude  aharehslders  from  voting 
by  proxy, — and  also  to  vote  in  the  choice  of  directors,  and  of  every  auditor  to  be  elected  by 
the  ahareholders,— subject,  nevertheless,  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  of  the  deed  of  settle* 
ment  of  the  company,  or  other  special  authority,  so  far  as  such  provisions  ahall  either  regulate 
or  restrict  the  exercise  of  such  powers,  but  not  so  as  to  deprive  such  shareholders  thereof;  and, 
(orther,  with  regard  to  subscribers  and  every  person  entitled  and  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  any 
share  in  any  joint-stock  company,  tkef&rmaiiim  of  whidk  ghaU  be  commenced  after  the  let  of  No- 
vember, 1844,  that,  until  such  joint-stock  company  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  and  until  any  such  subscriber  or  person  shall  have  been  duly  registered  as  a  share-* 
holder,  in  the  said  registry  office,  it  shaU  not  be  lawful  for  such  person  to  dispose,  by  sale  or 
mortgage,  of  such  share,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  and  that  every  contract  for  a  aale  or  dis- 
posal of  such  share  or  interest,  shall  be  void,  and  that  every  person  entering  into  such  contriuct 
shall  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding  lOZ. ;  and  that,  for  better  protecting  purchasers,  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  directors  of  the  company  by  whom  certificates  of  shares  are  issued,  to  state, 
m  every  such  certificate,  the  date  of  the  first  complete  registration  of  the  company,  as  belora 
provided ;  and  that,  if  any  such  director  or  officer  knowingly  make  a  false  atatement  in  th|t 
raspeet,  then  he  shall  be  liable  to  the  pains  and  penalties  of  a. misdemeanor/* 
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ferial,  on  the  grotmds  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  yerdict  waa  against 
eridence. 

Biflett  Seijt.,  and  Unthank,  now  showed  cause.     The  plea  in  question 
is  framed  npon  the  26th  section  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  which 
prohibits  the  transfer  of  shares  in  any  joint-stock  company  within  the 
pimiew  of  the  act,  the  formation  of  which  shall  have  been  commenced 
after  the  1st  of  November,  1844,  until  such  joint-stock  company  shall 
hare  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete  registration.     The   evidence 
showed  dearly  that  the  formation  of  this  company  had  commenced  long 
before  that  day.     It  will  be  said  that  the  plea  is  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  does 
not  implicitly  follow  the  words  *of  the  act :  and,  no  doubt,  it  is  r^oan 
8O9  if  the  words  "formed  or  established"  are  to  be  construed  in 
their  strict  grammatical  sense.    But,  where  the  language  of  a  plea  is 
eqoiToeal,  it  is  not  misdirection  on  the  part  of  the  judge  in  leaving  the 
case  to  the  jury  to  put  such  a  construction  upon  it  as  will  make  the  plea 
ft  good  one.     Qlius,  in  Chancers  v.  JaneSy  11  East,  406,  a  plea  to  an 
ft4stion  against  the  marshal  for  the  escape  of  a  prisoner  in  custody  for 
debt,  after  stating  the  return  of  the  prisoner  into  custody  after  such 
escape,  before  action  brought,  &c.,  alleged  that  the  defendant  did  there- 
upon tien  and  afterwards  detain  the  prisoner  in  his  custody  in  execution, 
Ae.,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  commitment,  &c. :  the  replication 
txmversed,  that,  after  the  prisoner's  return,  the  defendant  did  keep  and 
deiam  the  prisoner  in  custody,  in  execution,  &c.,  in  manner  and  form 
OS  stated  in  the  plea :  and  it  was  held,  that  a  detention  dotcn  to  the  comr 
meneement  of  ^  wi,vm^  or  until  a  legal  discharge  from  such  detention, 
was  virtually  imjdied  in  the  plea,  and  included  in  the  traverse ;  and 
therefore  that  the  plea  was  negatived  by  evidence,  that,  after  the  prison- 
er's return,  he  again  escaped,  and  died  out  of  custody.     Lord  Ellbv- 
BOBOUGH  there  said :  ^^  The  plea  is  altogether  indefinite  as  to  the  period 
of  detention ;  and  the  proof  of  any  detention,  even  for  a  single  moment, 
after  his  return,  would  satisfy  the  literal  terms  of  it.    It  must  be  under- 
stood, however,  that  the  defendant  meant  that  there  had  been  such  a 
detention  as  would  make  the  return  an  answer  to  the  action,  i.  e.  that  he 
had  $0  kept  and  detained  the  prisoner  as  to  be  no  longer  liable  for  the 
first  escape.    And  this  brings  us  to  the  question,  whether  upon  a  plea 
of  subsequent  return,  it  be  necessary  to  state  any,  and  what,  detention. 
If  it  be  not  necessary  to  state  any  detention,  or,  if  it  be  sufficient  to 
*sCate  some  detention,  without  bringing  it  down  to  the  period  when  r^iogg 
the  aetion  was  commenced,  there  ought  to  have  been  a  new  assign- 
SMOt :  bat,  if  it  be  essential  to  state  a  detention,  and  to  show  that  it 
aitiier  continued  when  the  action  was  commenced,  or  that  something  had 
intervened  to  put  a  legal  termination  to  it,  a  detention  to  the  time  of  the 
action,  must  be  considered  as  the  detention  properly  in  issue  upon  these 
pleadings;  and,  as  the  evidence  negatived  such  a  detention,  the  verdiot 

p2 
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for  the  plamtiff  is  Tight.'\a)  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  plea  heing 
good  after  verdict,  the  judge  was  justified  in  putting  the  question  to 
the  jury  in  a  sense  that  would  support  the  plea.  Mauls,  J.  The 
defendant  here  takes  upon  himself  to  prove  that  the  company  was 
not  formed  or  established  on  or  before  the  1st  of  November,  1844.]  If 
the  legislature  had  so  intended,  it  would  have  been  easy  for  them  to  say 
that  there  should  be  no  traflSc  in  shares  until  fiSter  provisional  registration, 
which  is  put  at  the  very  threshold  of  die  formation  of  the  company. 
The  learned  judge  correctly  construed  the  plea  as  meaning  what  the  act 
means.  There  clearly  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  a  complete 
formation  of  the  company  before  the  Ist  of  November,  1844;  but  there 
was  ample  evidence  that  its  formation  had  commenced  long  before  that 
day.  [Maulb,  J.  The  act  uses  the  word  partnership.  It  is  difficult  to 
say  that  the  promoters  of  this  company  commenced  the  formation  of  a 
partnership  before  the  1st  of  November,  1844.]  Assuming  that  the 
direction  was  incorredt,  the  plea  is  bad  upon  the  face  of  it ;  and  there  is 
no  reason  for  awarding  a  new  trial.  The  plea  should  have  stated  that 
the  formation  of  the  company  was  not  commenced  on  or  before  the  Ist 
of  November,  1844.  K  the  question  had  been  presented  to  the  jury 
*2691  *'^  ^^^  words  of  the  issue,  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  that  plea 
would  have  been  of  no  avail :  the  plaintifb  would  clearly  have  been 
entitled  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  [Maulb,  J.  Not  having 
been  demurred  to,  the  plea  must  be  read  in  a  sense  to  make  it  a  good 
plea,  and  consistent  wi^  the  act  of  parliament.] 

Maule,  J.(()  It  appears  to  me  that  the  learned  judge  was  quite  right 
in  the  construction  he  put  upon  this  plea.  The  plea  does  not,  in  terms, 
follow  the  act  of  parliament.  The  act  speaks  of  companies  the  formation 
of  which  shall  be  commenced  after  the  1st  of  November,  1844.  The  plea 
says,  that  ^'  the  said  partnership  or  company  had  not  been  formed  or 
established  in  any  manner  howsoever,  on  or  before  the  1st  of  November, 
1844."  Although  that  might  have  been  an  insufficient  mode  of  pleading, 
if  specially  demurred  to,  yet,  inasmuch  as  it  has  been  pleaded  over  to,  it 
must  now  be  construed  in  a  sense  that  will  make  it  a  good  plea.(tf)  The 
act,  by  speaking  of  companies  the  formation  of  which  shall  be  commenced 
after  the  first  of  November,  1844,  does  not  comprehend  such  companies 
as  have  not  begun  to  exist  as  companies.  Mere  schemes  or  ideas  float- 
ing in  one  or  two  men's  minds,  and  not  reduced  to  any  thing  tangible, 
are  not  within  the  contemplation  of  the  act.  Notwithstanding  that  this 
plea  does  not  follow  the  words  of  the  act,  I  think  the  learned  judge  very 
properly  construed  it  by  the  act,  and  properly  left  it  to  the  jury  as  nds- 
ing  the  question  whether  this  company  commenced  to  be  formed  before 

(a)  11  East,  408,  409.    And  see  DavU  ▼.  Chapman,  2  M.  &  G.  921,  3  Soott,  N.  R.  238. 
(6)  Wilde,  C.  J.,  waa  sitting  at  niai  priua,  and  Goltmak,  J.,  was  at  chambers, 
(e)  Vide  1  Man.  Gr.&S.  787;  4  lb.  354,  393,  498 ;  66.d&Ad.295i  5M.&IL469;  51L 
Sl  G.  926,  D. 
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the  1st  of  Kpyember,  1844.  But,  althoagb  the  plea  raises  that  question, 
I  do  not  think  there  was  any  *eyidence  for  the  jury  that  the  j-^oita 
formation  of  the  company  had  commenced  before  that  day ;  and  I- 
therefore  I  think  the  learned  judge  was  wrong  in  leaving  that  question  to 
the  jory.  The  primd  facie  case  made  out  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
distinctly  showed  that  the  formation  of  the  company  did  not  commence 
until  after  the  1st  of  November,  1844 :  and  there  was  no  evidence  on  the 
other  side  to  rebut  that.  Mr.  Stephetison's  evidence  showed  that  he  had, 
in  the  year  1848,  thought  about  the  construction  of  railways  in  India, 
and  that  persons  to  whom  he  had  spoken  upon  the  subject,  had  ezpresse% 
a  wish  to  become  sharers  in  the  adventure  when  a  company  should 
be  established.  In  July,  1844,  Stephenson  caused  a  draft  deed  of 
settlement  to  be  prepared  in  India ;  and  he  arrived  in  England  on  the 
3d  of  November  in  that  year,  with  a  report  which  he  had  prepared 
during  his  voyage  home:  and  it  was  not  until  some  time  after  this,  that 
the  formation  of  the  company  in  question  commenced, — some  time  between 
the  3d  of  November,  1844,  and  the  provisional  registration  in  May,  1845. 
I  therefore  think  there  was  no  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  could  find 
for  the  plaintifis  on  the  ninth  plea;  and,  consequently,  that  upon  that 
ground,  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial.  Whether  the 
plea  be  a  good  one  or  not,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  issue 
tried. 

C&ESSWELL,  J.  If  the  question  upon  the  ninth  plea  be  at  all  doubtful, 
there  is  no  ground  for  refusing  a  new  trial.  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Maulb  in  thinking  that  there  was  evidence  of  the  commencement  of  the 
formation  of  the  company  in  question  after  the  1st  of  November,  1844, 
but  not  before  that  day. 

Y.  WiLUAMS,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Upon  this  evidence,  the 
learned  judge  should  have  told  the  jury  tjiat  there  was  nothing  to  warrant 
them  in  finding  '*'that  the  formation  of  the  company  commenced 


prior  to  the  Ist  of  November,  1844.     The  only  doubt  I  have 
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entertained,  has  been  with  reference  to  the  badness  of  the  plea.  It 
dearly  would  have  been  bad  on  demurrer,  because,  according  to  a  construc- 
tion of  which  it  is  susceptible,  it  raises  a  question  whether  the  company  had 
been  completely  formed  on  or  before  the  Ist  of  November,  1844 :  and,  if 
a  plea  is  capable  of  a  construction  that  is  fatal  to  its  validity,  and  that  is 
pointed  out  as  cause  of  demurrer,  the  court  is  bound  to  apply  that  con* 
stmction  to  it.  Where  the  plea  is  pleaded  over  to,  a  contrary  rule,  however, 
prevails.  After  verdict,  we  may  assume  the  averment  here,  to  be  tanta- 
mount to  an  averment  that  the  formation  of  the  company  had  not  been 
commenced  before  the  Ist  of  November,  1844,  the  words  being  fairly 
susceptible  of  that  construction.  The  question,  therefore,  left  by  the 
learned  judge  would  have  been  the  proper  one,  if  there  had  been  any 
evidence  to  support  the  affirmative.  Rule  absolute. 
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VABNEY  «.  HICKMAN.    Dec.  8. 

The  8  &  9  Viet.  e.  109^  •.  18,  which  avoids  contracts  by  way  of  gaining  or  wagering,  and  pto^ 
hibits  the  maintenance  of  actions  ibr  the  recovery  of  money  won  npon  any  wager,  or  depo* 
sited  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder  to  abide  the  event  of  any  wager,— does  not  preclude  a 
party  who  repudiates  the  wager  before  the  event  is  ascertained,  from  recovering  back  from 
the  stakeholder  the  amount  of  his  deposit. 

Semble,  that  a  defence  arising  out  of  this  statute,  must  be  pleaded  specially. 

Dbbt,  for  money  had  and  received.  Plea,  never  indebted;  npcn 
ifhich  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London 
after  Michaelmas  term,  1846.  It  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought 
*2721  ^^  i'G<^ver  a  sum  of  *2(M.  deposited  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  de- 
fendantj  as  stakeholder,  to  abide  the  event  of  a  trotting-match. 
In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  following  memorandum  was 
put  in : — 

''  March  25th,.  1846,  Mr.  Yamey  bets  Mr.  Isaacs  207.  that  his  horse 
will  make  the  best  of  his  way  for  two  miles  against  Mr.  Isaacs's  horse. 
Mr.  Yamey  to  have  the  same  horse  that  he  used  when  Mr.  Hickman 
rode  with  him  to  the  coursing-match  at  Hampton.  Each  horse  to  draw 
10  ewt  besides  the  carriage.  The  match  to  come  off  on  Monday,  the 
80th  of  March,  1846.  The  horse  to  have  been  the  property  of  Mr. 
Isaacs  for  the  last  eighteen  months.  The  match  to  come  off  on  the 
Uzbridge  road.  (Signed)        John  Yarwey. 

^^  The  money  to  be  deposited  with  Mr.  Hickman  on  or  before  the  28th 
of  March,  1846.  (Signed)        J.  Hickman,  for  Mr.  Isaacs." 

^^  Witness  to  1{.  having  been  staked  on  both  sides 

for  the  completion  of  the  above  match,  Samuel  Ellis.'* 

It  was  proved,  that  the  plaintiff  and  Isaacs  had  each  deposited  202. 
with  the  defendant,  in  furtherance  of  the  wager ;  that,  before  the  race 
was  run,  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defendant  notice  that  he  declined  the  bet, 
and  demanded  back  his  deposit ;  and  that,  the  plaintiff  not  attending  to 
o<mtest  the  race,  Isaacs  was  declared  the  winner,  and  received  the  40/. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  the  plaintiff  must 
be  nonsuited,  the  contract  under  which  the  money  was  paid,  being 
expressly  declared  illegal,  by  the  8  k  9  Yict.  c.  109,  s.  18,  which  enacts 
"  that  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol  or  in  writing,  by 
«2*70i  ^^7  of  g&Q^ii^g  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and  *void ;  and  that  no 
•^  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity, 
for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  or  valuable  thing,  alleged  to  be  won 
upon  any  wager,  or  which  shall  have  been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  any 
person  to  abide  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been  made : 
provided  always  that  this  enactment  shall  not  be  deemed  to  apply  to  any 
subscription  or  contribution,  or  agreement  to  subscribe  or  contxibute,  for 
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or  lovards  ^xtj  plate,  prise,  or  sum  of  money,  to  be  awarded  to  tlie 
lOBBer  or  wis&erB  of  any  lawful  game,  sport,  pastime,  or  exercise." 

ISie  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  told  the  jury,  that,  if 
ikef  were  satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  had  abandoned  die  wager  and 
refoked  the  authority  of  the  stakeholder,  before  the  time  a]^ointed  for 
the  determination  of  the  wager,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the 
amoont  of  hb  deposit,  as  money  had  and  reoeived  to  his  use. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Party y  in  Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  <^  misdirection. 

Ta^ourdj  Serjt,  and  PAmn,  now  showed  cause*  ThB  ruling  of  the 
lord  chief  justice  was  perfectly  correct.  The  object  of  the  statute  is 
Buffictently  apparent  from  the  preamble,  which  recites  %hat  ^'  the  laws 
httwtofore  made  in  restraint  of  unlawful  gaming  have  been  found  of  no 
avail  to  prevent  the  mischiefs  which  may  happen  tiiere&om,  and  also 
apply  to  sundry  games  of  skill  from  which  the*  like  mischiefe  cannot 
arise."  The  preamble  plainly  shows  that  the  statute  merely  intended  to 
disable  parties  from  enfcreing  illegal  wagers,  and  not,  incidentally,  to 
dadare  the  deposit  forfeited.  The  disability  is  imposed  in  very  nearly 
tike  same  t^rms  that  were  used  in  the  9  G.  2,  c.  14.  The  jHreamble  of  a 
*BMate  may  legitimately  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 


plaining an  obscurity  in  the  enacting  part :  Bacon's  Al»idgment, 
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Title  Staiuie9{l.)  2;  Dwarris  on  Btatute8.(a)  In  Orespigny  v.  WiUeno<m^ 
4  T.  R.  790,  BuLLBB  and  Qbosb,  JJ.,  say  that  the  preamble  cannot  con- 
trol the  enacting  part  of  a  statute,  which  is  expressed  in  clear  and  unam* 
l»gm>us  terms ;  but,  that,  if  any  doubt  arise  on  the  words  of  the  enact- 
ing part,  the  preamble  may  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  explaining 
it  Yice-Chanoellor  Wigram,  in  delivering  judgment  in  Salkdd  v. 
JoloMlUmj  1  Hare,  207,  says :  '^  I  must  here  observe,  that,  in  the  con- 
struction I  put  upon  the  act  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  100, 1  do  not  in  any  way 
restrain  the  operation  of  its  enacting  clauses,  in  their  application  to  cases 
within  the  act :  I  use  the  preamble  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
idiat  the  cases  are  to  which  Ihe  act  was  intended  to  apply.  This  is 
a  strictly  legitimate  process  for  interpreting  an  act  of  parliament: 
Emantul  v.  OoMbMe,  8  Russ.  486 ;  JWer  v.  Banbury,  8  Sim.  40.  In- 
deed, courts  of  law  have  held  that  the  mere  subject-matter  of  an  act 
alone,  without  any  preamble,  may  safely  be  relied  upon  for  restraining 
the  operation  <^  general  words :  Bruety  in  re,  2  G.  &;  J.  486 ;  Arnold  v. 
Amoldj  2  Myl.  k  Gr.  256.  So,  with  respect  to  the  stock-jobbing  acts* 
These,  in  terms,  are  general,  and  would  apply  to  transactions  in  foreign 
stocks, — a  v^bal  construction  which  the  courts  have  rejected,  in  favour 
of  the  obvious  intention  of  the  legislature  to  apply  them  only  to  British 

(0)  Edit.  1848,  p.  580,  ec  #09.,  where  fOTeral  authoritief  an  collected. 
V0L.V— ?8 
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stocks :  Henderson  y.  Bi%e,  8  Stark.  N.  P.  0. 158 ;  Welh  v.  Pi^rter,  S 
N.  C.  722,  8  Scott,  141(a);  JEUwaHh  v.  OoU,  2  M.  &  W.  81.  Other 
cases  may  be  cited  to  the  same  purpose."  [Maulb,  J.  The  legislature, 
•^7Fr\  ^^^  satisfied  *with  saying  that  the  contract  shall  be  Toid,  goes  on 
•I  to  declare  that  no  suit  shall  be  maintained  for  recovering  any 
money,  &;c.,  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or  which  shall  haye  be^i 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the  event />n  which  any 
wager  shall  have  been  made.  K  the  construction  now  contended  for  is 
the  true  one,  the  latter  part  of  this  enactment  is  insensible  and  absurd.] 
Lord  Dbnman,  in  Oreen  v.  Wardj  7  Q.  B.  178,  says:  "We  are  bound 
to  give  to  the  words  of  the  legislature  all  possible  meaning  which  is  con- 
sistent with  the  clear  language  used.  But,  if  we  find  language  used 
which  is  incapaikle  of  a  meaning,  we  cannot  supply  one.  It  is  true  that 
we  have  here  words,  which,  as  they  stand,  are  useless,— «  eireunutaneej 
'perhapij  not  {together  unpreeedeiued.  But,  to  give  an  effectual  mean- 
ing, we  must  alter,  not  only  ^or'  into  ^and,'  but  ^issued'  into  Mevied.' 
It  is  extremely  probable  that  this  would  express  what  the  legislature 
meant.  But  we  cannot  supply  it.  Those  who  used  the  words  thought 
diat  they  had  effected  the  purpose  intended.  But  we,  looking  at  the 
words  as  judges,  are  no  more  justified  in  introducmg  that  meaning,  than 
we  should  be  if  we  added  any  other  provision.  We  can  do  no  more  than 
give  such  a  meaning  as  the  words  authorise."  The  manifest  object  of 
the  statute  .was,  to  restrain  gambling,  and  to  relieve  courts  of  justice 
from  the  idle  and  unprofitable  task  of  determining  which  of  two  parties 
to  a  wager  may  be  entitled  to  the  stakes. 

Assuming  that  the  statute  intended  to  afford  a  defence  in  an  action 
of  this  sort,  it  must  be  pleaded  specially,  and  cannot  be  taken  advantage 
of  under  never  indebted.  Even  before  the  new  rules,  a  special  plea 
would  have  been  necessary.  The  defence  is  quite  analogous  to  that 
arising  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  the  attorneys'  act,  6  &  7 
*2761  ^^^^'  ^'  *^^*  ^*  ^^'  vl^<^b  *makes  the  delivery  of  a  signed  bill,  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  maintain  an  action.  [Maulb, 
J.  It  could  hardly  have  been  necessary  to  plead  this  specially  before 
the  new  rules.  A  special  plea  to  indebitatus  assumpsit,  of*  debt,  was  a 
very  rare  thing.  Generally  speaking,  any  common  law  defence  might 
be  given  in  evidence  under  non  assumpsit,  or  not  guilty.]  By  the  new 
rules,  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  IV.  Case  2,  it  is  provided  that  in  that  form 
of  action,  ^^  all  matters  in  confession  and  avoidance,  shall  be  pleaded 
specially,  as  in  actions  of  assumpsit."  And  I.  Assumpsitj  8,  provides, 
that,  ^'in  every  species  of  assumpsit,  all  matters  in  confession  and  avoid- 
ance, including  not  only  those  by  way  of  discharge,  but  those  which  show 
the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voidable  in  point  of  law,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise,  shall  be  specially  pleaded ;  ex.  ffr.  infancy, 

(a)  And  see  OaJUry  t.  Sighf,  3  N.  C.  732,  3  Soott,  194,  and  BoUon  t.  Falknoei,  3  N.  C.  393, 
4  Soon,  43. 
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eoTertore,  rdeMO,  payment,  performance,  illegality  of  consideration 
either  by  stali^ .  or  common  law,  &c.  &c.,  and  yarioos  other  defences, 
most  be  pleaded."  In  Potts  v.  Sparrow^  1  N.  C.  594, 1  Scott,  579,  in 
assampsit  by  an  attorney  to  recover  his  bill  of  costs  for  preparing  a  deed, 
and  also  costs  of  an  action  instituted  in  pursuance  of  that  deed,  in  which 
action  his  client  had  failed  in  consequence  of  the  deed  having  been  held 
void  on  the  ground  of  maintenance — ^it  was  held  that  the  defendant  could 
not  set  up  the  illegality  of  the  contract,  in  answer  to  the  action,  under  a 
plea  of  non  assumpsit.  And  in  Martin  v.  Smithy  4  N.  G.  486,  6  Scott, 
268,  where  a  trotting-match  was  made  between  A.  and  B.  for  1000/., 
contrary  to  the  statutes,  the  defendant  took  a  502.  share  of  A.'s  risk,  and 
agreed  to  let  the  plaintiff  participate  in  it  to  the  extent  of  20/.  A.'8 
horse  won,  and  the  defendant  received  the  50/.  In  an  action  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  20/.,  as  money  received  to  his  use — ^it  was 
held  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  ^defendant  to  set  up  the  ri^o^n 
illegality  of  the  transaction  under  non  assumpsit.  ^ 

BjflMj  Sei^  Pii^rry^  and  J&yee^  in  support  of  the  rule.  Before  the 
passing  of  i^  statute  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  a  sum  of  money  deposited  in 
the  hands  of  a^  stakeholder,  even  in  furtherance  of  a  legal  wager,  might 
be  recovered  back,  if  demanded  before  the  wager  was  determined: 
EUham  v.  Kingman,  1  B.  &;  Aid.  688 ;  Tayhr  v.  Lendey,  9  East,  49; 
or,  before  H  is  paid  ever,  in  the  case  of  an  iUegal  wager :  OotUm  v.  Thvr^ 
land,  5  T.  B.  405;  Smith  v.  Bickmare,  4  Taunt.  474;  Bate  v.  Cart- 
Wright,  7  Price,  540;  Robinson  v.  Meams,  6  D.  &;  B.  26.  {Phinn. 
The  authority  of  Mtham  v.  Kingsman  is  doubted  by  Parke,  B., 
and  Aldebson,  B.,  in  Marryat  v.  Broderiek,  2  M.  &  W.  869,  and 
is  inconsist^it  with  Emery  v.  Richards,  14  M.  &  W.  728,  where  it 
was  held,  that  a  wager  of  less  than  10/.  on  a  foot-race,  to  be  run  for  a 
sum  under  10/.,  before  the  statute  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  was  legal  and 
valid,  and  that  neither  of  the  betters  could  recover  back  his  stake  from 
Ihe  stakeholder  before  the  determination  of  the  event.]  In  EgerUm  v. 
Fwrzman,  B.  &  M.  214,  a  wager  was  deposited  with  a  stakeholder  on 
the  event  of  a  dog-fight,  to  be  paid  over  to  the  winner  after  the  event 
was  determined.  The  money  was  not  demanded  of  the  stakeholder  until 
after  the  event  was  determined.  The  judge  (Abbott,  C.  J.)  discharged 
the  jury  from  giving  any  verdict.  [Maule,  J.  So,  until  the  8  &  4  W. 
4^  c.  42,  s.  89,  the  authority  of  an  arbitrator  might  be  revoked  at  any 
time  before  the  making  of  the  award.]  Now,  by  the  statute,  it  is  ex- 
pressly declared,  '^  that  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol  or 
in  writing,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  nuU  and  void :"  and, 
in  order  to  render  the  prohibition  more  certain  *and  complete,  r«27g 
it  goes  on  to  enact  '^  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  ^ 
in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  or 
valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or  which  shall  have 
been  deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the  event  on  which 
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any  wager  Bhall  hare  been  made."  [Maulb,  J.  The  tbing  won  1b  fhe 
entire  deposit.  The  meaning  of  the  statute  may  be,  to  avoid  the  wager, 
snd  to  prohibit  the  winner  from  sning  the  loser,  or  from  suing  the  stake- 
holder to  reoorer  the  joint  deposit.  This  is  an  action,  not  brought  for 
the  sum  won,  bnt  to  get  back  the  plaintiff's  own  money.]  It  is  clearly 
an  action  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  deposited  in  the  hands  <^ 
the  defendant  to  abide  the  event  of  a  wager.  The  object  of  the  statute 
will  scarcely  be  attained,  if  the  stakeholder  is  not  protected  from  an 
jaction.  The  loss  of  the  deposit  may  have  been  designed  for  a  penalty. 
Unless  the  words  of  the  act  bear  this  construction,  the  second  branch  of 
the  clause  is  altogether  insensible :  and  it  is  one  of  the  first  principles 
in  the  construction  of  an  act  of  parliament,  that  it  shall  upon  the  whole 
be  ^^  so  construed,  that,  if  it  can  be  prevented,  no  clause,-  sentence,  or 
word  shall  be  superfluous,  void,  or  insignificant."(a) 

If  this  be  the  true  construction  of  the  act,  the  second  question  will  not 
arise.  It  is  as  if  the  statute  had  said  that  no  promise  shall  be  implied 
to  repaj  money  deposited  for  the  purpose  of  gaming  or  wagering. 
[Maulb,  J.  If  the  act  had  in  terms  said  so,  it  would  have  amoxmted  to 
illegality  of  consideration ;  which  must  be  pleaded.  Cresswbll,  J.  Tt 
is  not  illegal  to  pay  an  attorney's  bill.]  A  defence  arising  under  the 
apothecaries'  act(&)  approaches  nearer  to  the  present  case.  [Y.  Wiir- 
*2791  ^^^^^'  ^*  ^'^^T^^y  the  prohibition  is  express.]  The  statute  of 
limitations  must  be  pleaded,  in  order  to  show,  that,  although  a 
light  of  action  once  existed,  the  remedy  is  gone  by  the  lapse  of  time. 
That  is  very  different  from  a  statute  which  declares  that  no  action  shall 
be  brought  or  maintained,— that  is,  that,  if  brought,  and  found,  on  coming 
to  trial,  to  appertain  to  a  wager,  it  shall  not  be  maintained.  [Crbsswbll, 
J.  The  want  of  a  note  in  writing  affords  a  defence  under  non  assump- 
lit,{c)1  That  is  very  like  this  case.  In  Martin  v.  Smithy  the  sum 
sought  to  be  recovered,  was,  the  stake :  the  action,  therefore,  was  in 
furtherance  of  the  illegal  contract.  That  case,  consequently,  is  very 
distinguishable  from  the  present. 

Maulb,  J.(i)  TUa  action  of  debt  for  money  had  and  received,  is 
brought  against  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  he  has  received  20/. 
of  the  plaintiff's  money.  It  appears  that  the  transaction  was  of  this 
description.  A  wager,  of  20/.  a  side,  had  been  made  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  one  Isaacs,  upon  the  event  of  a  trotting-match,  and  the  money 
was  deposited  with  the  defendant  as  stakeholder.  Before  the  race  was 
ran,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  that  he  repudiated  the 
wager,  and  required  him  to  return  his  deposit.  On  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  it  is  insisted,  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  action 

(a)  Bacon's  Abridgment,  tit.  Statute  (I)  2. 

(jb)  55  6.  3,  c.  194.    See  Hforgan  ▼.  Suddoek,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  311,  and  Skearwood  ▼.  Hay,  9 
Ad.  &  E.  383. 
(e)  Vide  6  M.  &  G.  54,  n. 
id)  WiLDi,  C.  J.,  wu  Bitting  at  iiiei  priuB,  and  Coltjuv,  J.,  waa  at  chambers. 
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eurnot  be  maiBtained ;  and  two  objections  are  relied  on.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  said,  the  case  is  within  the  express  prohibition  of  the  recent 
statute  passed  to  amend  the  law  concerning  gaming  and  wagers.  In  the 
next  place,  it  is  contended,  that,  assuming  the  prohibition  to  apply  to  a 
case  of  this  sort,  the  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  avail  himself  of  the 
defence,  without  pleading  it  specially.  I  am  of  opinion  *that  the  r^om 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  sustain  his  verdict :  for,  I  think  the  case  '- 
does  not  fall  within  the  18th  section  of  the  statute ;  and,  if  it  did,  that 
the  objection,  that  such  a  defence  is  not  available  unless  specially  pleaded, 
most  prevail  It  was  not  disputed  that  the  wager  in  question  was  one 
that  is  rendered  void  by  the  Ist  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  109 :  we 
may  therefore  take  that  to  be  indisputable.  The  question,  then,  i% 
whether  a  person  with  whom  the  stakes  upon  such  an  illegal  wager  have 
been  deposited,  can  be  liable  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of  one  of  the  parties, 
before  the  event  is  ascertained,  who  has  repudiated  the  wager  and 
demanded  back  his  deposit.  This  depends  upon  the  construction  that  is 
to  be  put  upon  the  18th  section.  The  first  part  of  that  section  enacts 
^  diat  all  contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol  or  in  writing,  by 
way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and  void."  It  then  goes  on  to 
enact  "  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained  in  any  court  of  law 
or  equity^  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  oi  valuable  thing,  alleged  to 
be  won  upon  any  wager,^-or  which  shall  have  been  deposited  in  the 
hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have 
been  made.*'  Now>  the  first  branch  of  this  section  declares  the  contract 
to  be  null  and  void :  the  second  prevents  the  winner  from  bringing  an 
action  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bet  from  the  loser :  and  the  third 
prevents  the  winner  from  suing  the  stakeholder.  It  certainly  is  true 
that  the  second  branch  is  involved  in  the  first ;  that  is  to  say,  that,  if 
the  section  had  stopped  at  the  end  of  the  first  branch,  it  would  have 
followed  that  no  action  could  be  brought  to  enforce  a  contract  so  declared 
lo  be  void.  But  I  aj^rehend  there  is  nothing  unusual  in  an  act  of  par* 
liament  stating  a  legal  consequence  in  this  way.  Then,  the  third  branch 
of  the  clause,  it  is  said,  will  be  idle  and  insensible,  unless  there  be  given 
to  it  the  furd&er  effect  of  prohibiting  the  *parties  from  recovering  r^ogi 
their  deposits  from  the  stakeholder,  upon  a  repudiation  of  the  '" 
iDegal  contract.  It  is  true  that  this  would  be  giving  to  that  clause  a 
more  extended  construction  than  that  which  treats  it  as  a  mere  statement 
of  the  legal  consequence  resulting  from  the  first  branch.  But  I  think^ 
if  the  second  branch  of  the  clause  be  looked  at,  it  is  more  consistent 
with  the  whole,  to  treat  the  third  as  an  exposition  only,  of  the  first ;  the 
aaoond  branch,  as  before  observed,  merely  prohibiting  the  winner  from 
sning  the  loser  for  the  sum  won,  and  the  third  applying  to  the  case  of 
an  action  brought  by  the  winner  against  the  stakeholder  for  the  entire 
warn  deposited  with  him.  Although,  perhaps,  the  third  clause  might 
have  been  omitted  as  well  as  the  second,  yet|  the  second  being  inserted, 

Q 


281  Varney  v.  Hicbman.  M.  V.  1847. 

the  third  became  necessary  also.  Looking,  therefore,  at  the  whole  se^* 
tion  critically  and  grammatically,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not  apply 
to  an  action  like  this,  where  a  party  seeks  to  recover  his  depimb  from  a 
stakeholder,  npon  a  repudiation  of  the  wager. 

Upon  higher  grounds  also,  I  think  that  is  the  true  construction  of  the 
act.  This  cannot  be  considered  as  an  action  brought  for  recovering  a 
sum  of  money  alleged  to  be  won  upon  a  wager;  nor  do  I  think  it  is  an 
action  brought  to  recover  a  sum  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
to  abide  the  event  of  a  wager.  That  must  necessarily  mean  an  action 
to  be  sustained  on  the  ground  of  the  existence  and  the  determination  of 
the  wager.  Here,  the  money  is  not  claimed  on  that  ground.  Quite  the 
reverse.  The  plaintiff  insists  that  the  sum  he  seeks  to  recover,  is  money 
which  belongs  to  him,  and  which  the  defendant  has  no  right  to  keep,  and 
which  he  is  under  no  legal  or  moral  obligation  to  pay  to  anybody  else. 
As  soon  as  the  defendant  received  notice  from  the  plaintiff  that  he 
declined  to  abide  by  the  wager,  the  money  ceased  to  be  money  deposited 
in  the  hands  of  *the  former  to  abide  the  event,  and  became  r^togo 
money  of  the  plaintiff  in  his  hands,  without  any  good  reason  for  ^ 
detaining  it.  Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  the  first  point  ought  to  be 
determined  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  said,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  that  the  general  scope  of  the  act  is,  to  prohibit  gaming  and 
wagering;  and  that  this  object  would  be  best  attained  by  holding  moneys 
deposited  with  stakeholders  not  to  be  recoverable  in  this  way.  But  I  see 
no  pretence  for  construing  the  act  to  mean  anything  so  penal,  without 
express  words. 

Assuming,  however,  that  the  18th  section  did  operate  to  preclude  a 
party,  under  circumstances  like  these,  from  recovering  back  his  deposit, 
then  I  apprehend  that  such  a  defence  is  required  by  the  new  rules  to  be 
pleaded  specially.  The  general  scope  of  the  new  rules,  is,  to  restrain  a 
defendant  from  proving,  under  the  general  traverse,  affirmative  matter 
which  may  conveniently  be  pleaded  specially ;  or  negative  matter  which 
goes  to  impeach  the  legality  of  the  contract  declared  on,  without  inter- 
fering with  its  existence  in  point  of  fact.  Upon  this  point,  therefore,  — 
though  the  other  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case, — I  also  think  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  18th  section 
of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  clearly  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  The 
second  branch  of  that  section  may  be  superfluous,  or  it  may  have  been 
inserted  ex  dbundanti  cauteld.  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  say  what  may 
be  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  introduced.  The  third  branch  clearly 
applies  to  the  same  description  of  persons  as  are  mentioned  in  the 
second,  viz.  winners.  This  is  shown  more  clearly  by  the  proviso,  which 
^plies  solely  to  the  successful  parties.  Upon  the  second  point, — 
though  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  it, — I  also  *think  the  defence  r«ooo 
inadmissible  under  never  indebted.   Wherever  the  defence  set  up, 
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tt^  illegality  of  the  eontraei,  either  at  common  law  or  by  statatOi  it  mint 
be  pleaded  specially. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  upon  both  points.  The 
iirsty  howoTer,  being  correctly  decided,  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine 
the  second.  Role  discharged. 


MAYBURT  V.  MUDIE.    Dec.  9. 

An  affidavit  Terifjring  a  plea  in  abatement  of  the  non-joinder  of  a  oo-contraetor,  under  3  &  4 
W.  4,  c.  42,  8.  8,  must  state  the  place  of  residence  of  the  co-contractor,  and  not  merely  hii 
pbee  of  hM9tne$$. 

Falaebood  or  inrafBdency  of  the  affidavit  in  thia  ntpwst,  u  a  groimd  fiir  aetting  aside  the  plea 
on  motion. 

Debt,  for  work  and  labour,  inth  a  count  upon  an  account  stated. 

The  defendant,  on  the  3d  of  November,  pleaded  in  abatement  the  non- 
joinder of  seyeral  persons  whom  he  alleged  to  be  joint-contractors  with 
Urn,— describing  two  of  them  as  follows : — '^  One  James  Elkington  Boord, 
who  is  still  living,  and  who,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  was,  and  still  is,  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  to  wit, 
at  Bath,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,"  and  ^^  one  Robert  Denton,  who  is 
still  living,  and  who,  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  was, 
and  still  is,  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  to  wit,  at  89, 
Leadenhall  Street,  in  the  city  of  London." 

The  affidavit  verifying  the  plea  stated  that  the  deponent  verily  believed 
that  (amongst  others)  ^'  the  said  James  Elkington  Boord,  mentioned  in 
the  said  plea,  resides  at  Bath,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  that  the 
*said  Robert  Denton,  mentioned  in  the  said  plea,  resides  at  No.  r^ogi 
89,  Leadenhall  Street,  in  the  city  of  London."  *- 

Meymott,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
plea  and  affidavit,  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  places  of  residence 
of  Boord  and  Denton,  two  of  the  alleged  co-contractors,  were  not  given 
correctly.  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  which  the  rule  was  moved, 
stated  that  the  deponent  had  made  inquiries  as  to  the  truth  of  the  state- 
ments made  in  the  affidavit  annexed  to  the  plea,  and  as  to  the  statements 
in  the  plea,  and  particularly  as  to  the  residence  of  Robert  Deuton,  men- 
tioned in  the  said  plea  and  affidavit,  and  therein  stated  to  reside  at  No. 
89,  Leadenhall  Street,  in  the  city  of  London ;  that  a  Mr.  Charles  Brem- 
ner  now  resides  at  No.  89,  Leadenhall  Street ;  and  that  the  deponent 
<^  has  been  informed  by  the  said  Charles  Bremner,  that  the  said  Robert 
Denton  does  not  now  reside,  and  has  not  resided,  at  No.  89,  Leadenhall 
Street,  for  the  last  two  months  and  upwards,  and  that  he  the  said  Charles 
Brenner  is  now  the  only  occupier  of  the  said  premises;"  that  the  said 
Jismes  Elkington  Boord,  who  is  also  mentioned  in  the  said  plea  and 
affidavit,  and  therein  stated  to  reside  at  Bath,  in  the  county  of  Somerset, 
^  does  not  now  reside  at  Bath,  for,  he,  the  deponent,  having  written  to 
Mr.  W.  C.  Oill,  a  solicitor,  at  Bath,  the  said  W.  C.  Gill  informed  him^ 
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Ae  deponent,  by  a  letter  dated  the  8th  of  Norember  instant,  m  reply, 
that  the  said  James  Eikington  Boord  is  not  at  present  resident  m  BaUi;" 
and  that  the  deponent  did  not  know  where  to  find  the  said  James  El* 
kington  Boord  and  Robert  Denton.  There  was  also  an  affidavit  by 
Charles  Bremner,  stating  that  he  was  the  only  occupier  of  the  premieei 
No.  89,  Leadenhall  Street,  and  that  no  person  of  the  name  of  Robert 
Denton  had  resided  there  for  the  last  two  months  and  upwards. 
*2851       *^^^^^  showed  cause,  upon  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant,  and 

•^  of  his  attorney.  The  former  stated,  that  the  action  was  brought 
to  recover  a  sum  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  as  owing  to  him  from  a  certain 
company  called  The  O^neral-Oanvejfance  Company,  for  services  rendered 
by  him  as  secretary  to  the  said  company ;  that,  in  order  to  enable  him 
to  plead  the  non*joinder  of  his  co-contractors,  he  endeavoured  to  obtain 
iheir  correct  residences ;  that  he  went  to  No.  89,  Leadenhall  Street, 
which  he  knew  to  have  been  the  residence  of  Denton,  and  where  he  had 
frequently  seen  him,  and  that  be  there  found  the  name  of  "  Denton"  in 
large  letters  stiU  over  the  door ;  that  he  went  into  the  shop,  and  inquired 
of  a  shopman  whom  he  believed  to  be  Charles  Bremner,  if  Mr.  Denton 
was  within,  and  was  answered  that  he  was  not;  that,  on  his  inquiring  if 
he  would  be  in  soon,  he  received  for  answer  that  it  was  uncertain,  and 
that  Bremner  did  not  say,  or  by  his  manner  or  otherwise  intimate,  that 
Denton  had  ceased  to  reside  there,  and  that  therefore  the  deponent  gave 
that  as  his  place  of  residence ;  that  No.  89,  Leadenhall  Street,  was  the 
residence  given  by  Denton  in  the  books  of  the  company ;  that  a  summons 
having  been  taken  out  to  set  aside  the  plea,  on  the  ground  of  Denton's 
place  of  residence  not  having  been  correctly  given,  the  deponent  again 
called  at  No.  89,  Leadenhall  Street,  when  he  again  saw  Bremner,  who 
answered  his  inquiries  to  the  same  effect  as  before ;  that  upon  his  further 
inquiring  of  Bremner  if  Denton  had  parted  with  the  business,  he  declined 
to  answer  the  question,  and  became  confused ;  that,  upon  inquiry  amongst 
persons  in  Denton's  trade,  the  deponent  learned  that  Denton  had  recently 
taken  other  premises  in  High  Street,  Bloomsbury,  whither  he  had 
removed  part  of  his  business,  but  that  he  still  carried  on  business  at  89, 
Leadenhall  Street,  the  business  there  being  superintended  by  Bremner, 
4coog-i  who  was  his  nephew ;  and  that  the  ^deponent  had  been  infarmed 

-^  by  Denton  that  he  (Denton)  saw  the  plaintiff  in  his  shop.  No.  80, 
Leadenhall  Street,  on  the  18th  instant,  when  the  plaintiff  expressed  sur- 
prise  at  seeing  him  still  there.  With  regard  to  Boord,  the  defendant's 
affidavit  stated,  that,  knowing  that  Boord  resided  at  Bath,  but  not  know* 
ing  his  precise  address,  he  wrote  to  a  friend  there,  requesting  him  to 
obtain  it  for  him  in  time  for  pleading ;  that,  though  his  friend  had  seen 
Boord  in  Bath  within  a  few  days,  he  had  been  unable  to  discover  his 
place  of  abode ;  and  that  the  deponent  verily  believed  that  the  plaintiff 
knew  Boord's  place  of  residence  in  Bath,  he  having  been,  as  secretary 
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to  the  eompuij,  in  the  habit  of  correBponduig  irith  him  and  the  other* 
cGrectoirs« 

The  attorney's  affidavit  stated,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  plain- 
iX  called  at  his  office  on  the  8th  instant,  to  beg  tibat  he  would  for  a  short 
time  forbear  to  enforce  the  payment  of  certain  interlocutory  costs  to 
▼hieh'the  defendant  was  entitled ;  and  that,  in  the  course  of  a  eonver*- 
sation  which  then  took  place,  the  plaintiff  admitted  that  the  places  of 
residence  of  the  several  persons  mentioned  in  the  plea,  were  stated 
icoording  to  the  entries  made  by  himself  in  the  company's  books,  but 
added  that  Boord  and  Denton  had  removed,  and  said  that  he  knew  where 
to  find  them,  though  the  defendant  did  not. 

Formerly,  if  several  persons,  unknown  to  the  plaintiffy  were  named  in 
a  plea  in  abatement,  tiie  court  would  order  the  defendant  to  furnish 
particulars  in  writing  of  their  places  of  residence  and  additions,  and,  for 
%  non-compliance  with  such  order,  would  quash  the  plea:  Taylor  v. 
JBTarra,  4  B.  &  Aid.  98,  Newton  v.  Verbekey  IT.  &  J.  25T.  Now,  by 
the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  &  89  it  is  enacted  '^that  no  plea  in  abatement  for 
the  non-joinder  of  any  person  as  a  co-defendant,  shaU  be  allowed  in  any 
court  of  common  law,  ^unless  it  shall  be  stated  in  such  plea,  that  rtOQi 
such  person  is  resident  within  the  jxirisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
unless  the  place  of  residence  of  such  person  shall  be  stated  with  conve- 
nient certainttfy  in  an  affidavit  verifying  such  plea."  The  question, 
therefore,  is,  whether,  as  against  this  plaintiff,  the  places  of  residence  of 
Boord  and  Denton  are  given  "with  convenient  certainty"  in  the  affidavit 
verifying  the  plea.  It  is  submitted  that  they  are.  In  Vaeeier  v.  Alder^ 
Ml,  3  M.  &  S.  165,  "of  the  city  of  London,"  in  Coppin  v.  Potter^  10 
Bingh.  441,  4  M.  A;  Scott,  272,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  785,  «  of  Bath,  in  the 
county  of  Somerset,"  and  in  Stewart  v.  ffaveran^  1  H.  &  W.  699,  "late 
of  Tyrone,  in  the  county  of  Tyrone,  in  Ireland,"  were  held  sufficiently 
to  describe  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the  deponent,  to  satisfy  the  rules 
of  court.  A  statute  that  requires  the  statement  to  be  made  with  "  con- 
venient certainty,"  can  hardly  be  held  to  need  more  particularity  in  this 
respect  than  a  rule  of  court  which  requires  a  statement  of  "  the  true 
place  of  abode."  [Maulb,  J.  Is  this  the  proper  way  of  trying  the 
truth  of  the  defendant's  affidavit  ?]  If  this  were  res  integra^  it  might, 
perhaps,  be  successfully  contended  that  it  is  not ;  but,  the  matter  having 
already  been  decided  in  several  cases — Wheattey  v.  Q-olneyy  9  Dowl.  P. 
C.  1019,  Lamhe  v.  Smythe^  15  M.  &  W.  488,  8  D.  A;  L.  712,  and  New- 
ten  V.  Stewarty  4  D.  &  L.  89, — ^it  was  thought  too  late  to  urge  that 
objection.  [Maule,  J.  Newton  v.  Stewart  seems  to  have  been  decided 
upon  the  supposed  authority  of  Lambe  v.  Smythe^  where,  however,  the 
point  was  not  raised.  Neither  was  it  suggested  in  Wheatley  v.  ffolney."] 
That  being  so,  there  is  nothing  here  to  fetter  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

Assuming  that  the  court  will  enter  upon  the  inquiry,  the  affidavit  in 

VOL.  V. — 24  q2 


287  Maybury  v.  Mudie.   M.  V.  1847. 

'  this  case  gives  ample  information ;  particularly  irhen  it  is  borne  in  mind 
♦2881  *^^*  *^®  relative  •position  of  the  parties  entitles  the  plaintiff  to 

-^  less  information  than  one  differently  circumstanced  might  fairly 
require.  Besides,  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  is  unsatisfactory,  and  manifestly 
evasive,  with  respect  to  the  alleged  non-residence  of  Denton  at  the  place 
of  which  he  is  described  in  the  affidavit  of  verification,  and  which  descrip- 
tion the  affidavits  in  answer  to  this  rule,  show  to  have  been  correctly 
given ;  and  Bremner's  affidavit  is  clearly  false.  And,  with  regard  to 
Boord,  there  is  no  negation,  otherwise  than  an  argumentative  and  infe- 
rential one,  that  he  does  reside  at  Bath ;  which  is  clearly  a  sufficient 
description  to  satisfy  the  statute. 

Meymotty  in  support  of  his  rule.  WhecOley  v.  G-olney  is  some  authority 
to  show  that  an  affidavit  verifying  a  plea  in  abatement,  under  this  statute, 
must  state  the  actual  residence  of  the  alleged  co-contractor  at  the  time 
of  making  the  affidavit.  Larnbe  v.  Smj/the  shows  that  the  "  residence" 
mentioned  in  the  statute  means  the  domicile  or  home  of  the  party ;  and 
that  the  statute  requires  such  information  respecting  the  residence  of 
the  co-contractor,  as  would  enable  the  plaintiff  to  serve  him  with  process. 
And,  in  Newton  v.  Stewart^  where  the  affidavit  stated  the  residence  of 
one  of  the  co-contractors,  as  "No.  20,  Gower  Street,  Bedford  Square," 
and  that  of  another,  as  "High  Street,  Canterbury;"  the  plea  and 
affidavit  were  set  aside, — ^upon  an  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff,  that  inquiries 
had  been  made  at  the  respective  places  mentioned,  and  that  no  such 
persons  as  those  named  were  living  there; — although  the  defend- 
ant showed  that  the  mistakes  had  been  made  accidentally,  and  that 
the  one  party  was  to  be  found  at  "No.  22,"  instead  of  "No.  20," 
and  that  his  name  was  in  the  Post  Office  Directory,  and  other  similar 
books,  as  residing  at  "No.  22,"  and  that  the  other  party  was  well 
known  in  Canterbury,  and  lived  in  a  street  adjoining  to  the  one 
*9«QT  *^*™^*'     Here,  the  affidavit  accompanying  the  plea  clearly  docs 

J  not  give  all  the  information  the  statute  requires.  "  Bath"  is  not 
a  description  of  the  party's  residence ;  and,  besides,  it  is  extremely  doubt- 
ful upon  the  affidavits  that  Boord  does,  or  ever  cUd,  reside  in  that  city. 
And,  with  respect  to  Denton,  there  is  distinct  proof  that  he  did  not  retide 
at  the  place  described,  at  the  time  the  plea  was  pleaded.  [Wilde,  C  J. 
The  business  carried  on  there,  is  his  business,  and  the  man  who  was  seen 
there,  is  his  servant.  Is  it  necessary  that  the  party  should  in  every  sense 
reside  ?  Is  it  not  enough  if  the  house  continues  to  be  his  house,  and  the 
place  where  he  carries  on  his  business  ?]  To  satisfy  the  statute,  it  must  be 
his  place  of  residence,  in  such  a  sense  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  serve 
him  with  process.  Wightman,  J.,  in  Newton  v.  Stewart^  4  D.  &  L.  92, 
says:  "  The  object  of  the  legislature,  in  requiring  in  every  plea  of  non- 
joinder of  a  co-defendant,  that  "  it  shall  be  stated  in  the  plea,  that  such 
person  is  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,"  and  that  "the 
place  of  residence  shall  be  stated  with  convement  certainty  in  an  affidavit 
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Tmfyisg  sach  plea,"  unquestionably  is,  that  the  plaintiff  may  know,  not 
only  who  the  co-contractors  are,  but  also  where  they  reside,  in  order  that 
he  may  be  enabled  to  serve  them  with  process.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
only  mode  of  objecting  that  the  affidavit  does  not  truly  state  these  mat- 
ters, is,  by  an  application  like  the  present."  [Wilds,  C.  J.  To  entitle 
him  to  call  upon  us  to  set  aside  the  plea,  I  think  the  plaintiff  is  bound 
to  make  out  a  very  clear  case.  It  strikes  me  that  enough  is  not  shown 
here,  to  justify  us  in  deddiDg  that  this  affidavit  of  verification  is  false.] 
To  sustain  the  present  rule,  it  is  enough  if  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the 
affidavit  is  insufficient  to  answer  the  purpose  *for  which  the  legis-  p^^ooA 
latnre  has  required  it.  [V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  by  no  means  ^ 
satisfied  that  the  mistake,  if  there  be  one,  has  not  been  intentionally 
ooeasioned  by  the  plaintiff  himself.]  The  defendant  was  bound  to  know 
all  the  persons  jointly  with  whom  he  contracted. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  point  is  one  of  importance,  and  one  that  must 
frequently  arise.  We  will  therefore  look  at  the  statute,  and  at  the  several 
authorities  referred  to,  and  give  our  opinion  on  a  future  day. 

Our,  adv.  vuU. 

Maulb,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  plea  in  abatement,  of  non-joinder,  on 
the  ground  of  the  alleged  insufficiency  of  the  affidavit  verifying  the  plea. 
The  argument  took  place  in  the  course  of  the  last  term,  before  the  lord 
diief  justice,  my  brother  Williams,  and  myself.  The  court  took  time 
to  look  into  the  cases.  The  ground  of  the  application  was,  that  the 
defendant  had  failed  to  comply  with  the  8th  section  of  the  statute 
S  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  which  provides  that  ^'  no  plea  in  abatement  for  the 
non-joinder  of  any  person  as  a  co-defendant,  shall  be  allowed  in  any 
eonrt  of  common  law,  unless  it  shall  be  stated  in  such  plea,  that  such 
person  is  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  unless 
the  place  of  residence  of  such  person,  shall  be  stated,  with  conve- 
nient certainty,  in  an  affidavit  yerifying  such  plea."  The  question 
upon  which  the  court  entertained  some  doubt,  was,  what  was  the 
proper  construction  of  the  latter  part  of  the  clause.  Two  cases  were 
cited, — Wheatley  v.  Ghlney^  and  Lambe  v.  Smythe, — ^where  the  mat- 
ter does  not  appear  to  have  been  much  considered;  and  a  third 
ease,  of  NewUm  y.  Stewart^  in  the  bail  court,  where  the  point  was 
expressly  decided  by  Wiohtman,  J.  Upon  a  careful  review  of  these 
^oasee,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  affidavit  must  r4t29i 
state  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the  party  whose  non-joinder  is 
objected  to ;  and  that,  whether  it  does  so  or  not,  is  a  matter  that  may 
be  controverted,  and  determined  by  the  court  on  motion.  The  ground 
of  that  opinion  is  this.  Before  the  passing  of  the  late  statute,  the  plea 
of  non-joinder  was  required  to  be  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  stating 
that  it  was  true  in  substance  and  in  effect, — such  verification  being 
required  in  all  cases  of  dilatory  pleas.    Such  an  affidavit  is  still  required 
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under  the  8  &  4  W.  4^  c.  42,  a.  8.  That  act  in  no  respect  alters  the  kwi 
except  that  it  superadds  a  further  requirement,  viz.^  that  the  plea  shall 
state  that  the  person,  the  non-joinder  of  whom  is  the  subject  of  the  plea, 
is  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  that  the  place  of 
residence  of  such  person  shall  be  stated,  with  convenient  certahtty^  in  u 
affidavit  verifying  such  plea.  The  residence  within  the  jurisdiction,  which 
is  alleged  in  the  plea,  is  put  in  issue  bj  the  replication ;  but  the  state- 
ment as  to  the  jplcuse  of  residence  is  a  requisition  that  applies  to  the  affi- 
davit only,  and  not  to  the  plea.  It  must  be  in  the  affidavit,  and  it  need 
not  be  in  the  plea ;  and  consequently,  it  b  not  put  in  issue  by  the  repli* 
cation.  It  is,  therefore,  peremptory  and  binding  upon  the  plaintiff, 
without  any  opportunity  of  controverting  it,  unless  it  may  be  contro- 
verted upon  motion :  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  legislature  meant 
that  that  allegation  should  be  binding  on  the  plaintiff,  and  should  not  be 
inquired  into  at  all.  The  affidavit  of  the  truth  of  the  plea  is  binding  on 
the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  be  controverted :  and  a  doubt  occurred,  when 
this  case  was  argued,  whether  the  statute  required  anything  more  than 
that  the  residence  of  the  co-contractors  should  be  stated  with  convenient 
certainty,  and  that  some  person  should  pledge  himself  to  the  truth  of 


*292] 


that  statement.     The  object  of  requiring  *the  plea  to  allege  that 


the  co-contractor  not  sued,  resides  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  and  of  the  affidavit  to  state  his  true  place  of  residence,  is,  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  to  sue  that  party;  and  that  benefit  would  not  be 
secured  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  he  obtained  correct  information.  This 
construction,  it  is  true,  may  sometimes  operate  hardship  on  the  defend- 
ant :  he  may  know  that  his  co-contractor  resides  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  and  yet  may  have  a  difficulty  in  ascertaining  his  true  phice 
of  abode.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  pleas  in  abatement  are  not 
favoured :  and  this  very  section  deprives  the  defendant  of  the  plea  of 
non-joinder  if  any  one  of  his  co-contractors  is  resident  without  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court.(a)  We  therefore  think  that  the  meaning  of  the 
legislature  is,  that,  if  the  defendant  is  unable  to  furnish  the  plaintiff 
with  the  means  of  suing  out  a  better  writ,  he  is  to  lose  the  benefit  of  the 
plea  in  abatement.  Unless  the  affidavit  is  required  to  state  the  true 
place  of  residence  of  the  party,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  what  advantage 
the  plaintiff  is  to  get  by  it.  We  think  the  very  words  of  the  section 
support  the  construction  we  put  upon  it,  and  that  a  contrary  construction 
would  render  altogether  nugatory  a  provision  that  was  evidently  intended 
for  the  plaintiff's  advantage.  The  statute  requires  the  affidavit  to  state 
^^ihe  place  of  residence  of  such  person,"  &c.  What  does  that  mean? 
The  spirit  of  the  act  is,  that  it  should  be  the  particular  place  where  the 
party  is  actually  residing.  If  so,  the  act  is  not  complied  with,  unless 
the  true  place  of  his  domicile  is  given.  It  necessarily  follows  that  the 
statement  may  be  controverted :  and,  if  it  turns  out,  on  motion,  that  the 

(«)  Vide  JM  V.  ZonT  Outworn,  ua»,  p.  249. 
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phee  of  residenoe  is  not  trnlj  stated,  the  plea  must  be  disallowed.    The 


plea,  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  most  *be  set  aside,  unless 


[*293 


the  true  places  of  abode  of  the  several  alleged  co-contractors  are 
given.  In  this  respect  the  affidavit  appears  to  us  to  be  defective.  It 
mmj  have  been  made  with  perfect  good  faith.  The  place  that  is 
dfisoribed  as  the  place  of  residence  of  Denton,  is,  in  some  sort  of  popu- 
lar sense,  his  residence :  he  had,  until  very  recently,  actually  resided 
there,  his  name  was  still  over  the  door,  and  he  continued  to  carry  on  his 
Voai&ess  there.  We  think,  however,  that  it  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  section,  his  place  of  residence.  An  attempt  to  serve  him  with  pro- 
cess at  that  place,  would  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  obtain  a  distringas. 
The  plea,  therefore,  is  not  accompanied  with  such  an  affidavit  as  the 
statute  has  made  a  condition  precedent  to  its  validity. 

Considering,  however,  that  there  is  every  reason  for  believing  that 
the  defendant  may  have  been  misled  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  and  that  he 
appears  to  have  acted  bond  fidej  although  we  think  the  rule  for  setting 
as^e  the  plea  and  affidavit  should  be  made  absolute,  it  can  only  be  upon 
Che  terms  of  the  defendant's  being  at  liberty  to  plead  in  bar. 

Seatty  for  the  defendant,  suggested  that  the  same  considerations  that 
induced  the  court  to  allow  him  to  plead  in  bar,  ought  to  operate  in  his 
Csvoor  in  respect  to  the  costs  of  the  rule. 

To  this  the  court  assented ;  and  the  rule  was  made 

Absolute,  without  costs, — the  defendant  to  have  a  week's 
time  to  plead  in  bar. 


♦MILES  V.  POPE.    Dec.  9.  [*294 

A  plea  alleging  that  the  defendant  obtained  a  final  order  for  protection  and  dUtHbution,  under 
the  7  &.  8  Vict.  c.  96,  ia  not  proved  by  the  production  of  a  mere  order  lor  personal  protection 
under  the  28th  section  of  that  8tatate.(a) 

Assumpsit,  by  indorsee  against  acceptor,  npon  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
122.  189.  drawn  npon  the  15th  of  Kovember,  1844,  payable  at  two 
months  after  date. 

Plea, — that,  after  the  acceptance  of  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  same  had  become  due  and  payable, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  4th  of  Febm- 
ary,  1845,  a  petition  for  the  protection  of  the  defendant, — then  being  a 
trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  then  in  force  relating  to 
bankrupts,  but  then  owing  debts  amounting  in  the  whole  to  less  than 
800{.  —  from  process,  was  duly,  and,  acc(»rding  to  the  form  and  effect  of 
the  said  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  presented  by  the 
defendant  to  Her  Majesty's  court  of  bankruptcy :  that  thereupon,  after- 
w»rds,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  of 

(a)  Vide  note  (a),  post,  p.  299. 
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April,  1845,  aforesaid,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distrOmtiofi  WM 
made  in  the  matter  of  the  said  petition,  by  R.  O.  C.  Fane,  Esq.,  then 
being  one  of  the  commissioners  of  the  said  court  of  bankruptcy,  and 
duly  authorised  in  that  behalf;  and  that  the  debt  and  cause  of  action 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  contracted  before  the  date  of(a)  iho 
filing  of  the  said  petition  in  the  said  court  of  bankruptcy, — verification. 

Replication, — tha,t  a  final  order  for  protection  and  diitrtbutton  was  not 
made  modo  e^/ormrf,— -concluding  to  the  country.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  in  London,  in 
Hilary  term  last,  the  defendant,  in  order  to  sustain  his  plea,  put  in  a 
vonr-i  certified  copy  of  an  order  for  •protection  from  process,  under  the 
"  '^-'  28th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  bearing  date  the  17th  of 
April,  1845,  and  signed  by  Mr.  Commissioner  Fane.  The  order  was  in 
the  following  form : — 

"  In  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  London. 

"  In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  George  Pope,  late  lodging  at,  4c., 
now  a  prisoner  for  debt  in  the  debtors'  prison,  White  Cross  Street,  city 
of  London,  an  insolvent  debtor,  and  being  a  trader  within  the  meanmg 
of  the  statutes  now  in  force  relating  to  bankrupts,  but  owing  debts 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  less  than  800Z. 

"  Be  it  remembered  that  the  said  Greorge  Pope,  having  presented  his 
petition  for  protection  from  process  to  this  honourable  court,  and  such 
petition  having  been  duly  filed  in  court  on  the  4th  day  of  February  last, 
and  the  sitting  for  the  first  examination  of  the  said  petitioner  having 
been  held  on  the  14th  of  February  last,  no  day  having  been  named  for 
making  a  final  order,  as  it  appeared  to  this  court  that  the  petitioner  had 
contracted  debts  without  having  at  the  time  any  reasonable  or  probable 
expectation  of  being  able  to  pay  the  same ;  and  the  said  petitioner  having 
now  applied  to  the  undersigned  commissioner  for  the  protection  from 
process  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  such  time  having  expired  subse* 
quently  to  the  filing  of  the  petition,  as,  haviug  regard  to  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  insolvency,  and  the  conduct  of  the  petitioner  as  an  insol- 
vent debtor  before  and  after  his  insolvency,  the  said  commissioner  thinks 
just ;  and  having  heard  the  said  petitioner  and  his  creditors,  by  them- 
selves, their  counsel,  or  attorneys ;  and  it  appearing  to  the  said  commis- 
sioner that  the  said  petitioner,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  his  person  from  being  taken 
or  detained  under  any  process  whatever,  in  respect  of  the  several  debts 
•2961  *^^  claims  hereinafter  mentioned ;  an  •order  is  therefore  hereby 
-'  made,  to  protect  the  person  of  the  said  Q-eorge  Pope  from  being 
taken  or  detained  under  any  process  whatever,  in  respect  of  the  several 
debts  and  sums  of  money  due,  or  claimed  to  be  due,  at  the  time  of  filing 
his  petition,  from  the  said  petitioner  to  the  said  several  persons  named 
in  his  schedule  as  creditors,  or  as  claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the  same 

(a)  Sic 


6  Manning^  Granojsr,  &  Scott.  SSp 

jespec&Yeljj  or  for  which  such  persons  shall  have  given  credit  to  the  said 
petitioner  before  the  filing  of  his  petition,  and  which  were  not  then  pay- 
able, and  as  to  the  claims  of  all  other  persons  not  known  to  the  said 
petitioner  at  the  time  of  making  this  order,  who  may  be  indorsers(a)  or 
holders  of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in  his  schedule." 

The  defendant's  schedule  was  also  put  in,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
eonaideration  for  the  bill  in  question,  was  inserted  as  a  debt  therein. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  objected  that  this  order  did  not 
sustain  the  plea,  inasmuch  as  it  was  neither  a  final  order  for  protection 
and  distribution  under  the  60th  section  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  nor  a 
final  order  under  the  22d  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,(i)  but  a  mere 
inverim  order  for  the  protection  of  '*'the  person  of  the  petitioner,  r*297 
under  the  28th  section((?)  of  the  last-mentioned  act. 

The  learned  judge,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  plea  was  proved ; 
and  he  accordingly  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant, — ^reserv- 
ing leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  142.  Zs.  6(2.,  the 
amount  of  principal  and  interest,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  plea  was  not  proved. 

Dowlinffy  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 
nisi. 

Hanee  now  showed  cause.  The  order  in  question  not  being  an  order 
for  protection  and  distribution^ — ^as  in  Cooh  v.  HensaUj  1  Man.  Qr.  k 
S.  908, — ^but  an  order  for  protection  only,  the  plea  might  have  been 
bad  on  special  demurrer — *Gfillon  v.  Deare^  2  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  r^ogg 
> ;  Toomer  v.  CHngell,  8  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  322 ;  or,  possibly,  *- 


(0)  "  Indoriees,*'  id  the  statute. 

(b)  Which  enacts,  "  that  the  final  order  to  be  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  act  [5  &, 
€  Vict.  c.  116],  as  amended  by  this  act,  shall  protect  the  person  of  the  petitioner  from  being 
taken  or  detained  under  any  process  whatever,  in  the  cases  hereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to 
say,  fifom  aU  process  in  respect  of  the  several  debts  and  sums  of  money  due  or  claimed  to  be 
dae  at  the  time  of  filing  the  petition,  from  such  petitioner  to  the  several  persons  named  in  his 
schedule  as  creditors,  or  as  claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the  same  respectively,  or  for  which 
foch  persons  shall  have  given  credit  to  such  petitioner  before  the  time  of  filing  such  petition, 
and  which  were  not  then  payable,  or  in  respect  of  the  claims  of  any  other  persons  not  known 
to  such  petitioner  at  the  time  of  making  the  final  order,  who  may  be  indorsees  or  holders  of  any 
negotiable  securities  set  forth  in  such  schedule  :'*  and  a  form  of  order  is  given  in  schedule  A. 
No.  3. 

(c)  Which  enacts,  "  that,  if,  for  any  of  the  causes  in  that  behalf  aforesaid  [s.  24, — fraud,  breach 
of  trust,  &c.] ,  no  day  be  named  for  making  the  final  order,  or  if  the  consideration  of  such  iinal 
order  be  adjourned  tine  die,  or  such  final  order  be  refused,  the  commissioner  shall  have  the 
power,  after  the  expiration  of  such  time  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  petition,  as,  having  re- 
gard to  all  the  cvcumstances  of  the  insolvency,  and  the  conduct  of  the  petitioner  as  an  insol- 
vent debtor,  before  and  after  his  insolvency,  the  commissioner  shall  think  just;  and,  after 
fearing  the  petitioner,  or  any  of  his  creditors,  or  bis  or  their  counsel  or  attorneys,  to  make  an 
order  to  protect  the  petitioner  from  being  taken  or  detained  under  any  process  whatever,  for 
Of  in  respect  of  the  several  debts  and  sums  of  money  due  or  claimed  to  be  due,  at  the  time  of 
iQing  his  petition,  fix>m  the  said  petitioner  to  the  several  persons  named  in  his  schedule  as  cre- 
ditors, or  as  claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the  same  respectively,  or  for  which  such  persons 
should  have  given  credit  to  the  said  petitioner  before  the  time  of  filing  his  petition,  and  which 
were  not  then  payable,  and  as  to  the  claims  of  all  other  persons,  not  known  to  the  said  peti* 
tisoer  at  the  time  of  making  such  order,  who  may  be  indorsees  or  holders  of  any  negotiabl* 
security  set  forth'in  his  schedule,'*  &c. 
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the  plaintiff  might  have  moved  for  judgment  nan  oht^nte  vereiie^ 
[Maulb,  J.  You  have  taken  upon  yourself  to  plead  an  order  for  prOf 
tection  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,  s.  22,  and  you  produce  in  evidence 
an  order  under  the  28th  section.]  The  plea  is  in  effect  a  plea  under  tin 
6  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  s.  lO.(a) 

DawUngj  Serjt.,  eontrdy  was  not  called  upon. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  (6)  If  the  order  produced  before  me  at  the  trial  had  been 
a  final  order  for  the  protection  of  the  petitioner  from  process,  under  the 
22d  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  it  would  probably  have  sustained 
the  plea.  The  defendant,  however,  offered  an  order  under  the  28th 
section,  which  is  an  order  for  protection  only,  and  does  not  profess  to  be 
a  final  order  at  all.  I  therefore  think  the  plea  was  not  proved,  and  eonr- 
sequently  that  the  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  must  be  made 
absolute. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  think  the  verdict  in  this  case  should  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  is  only  to  be  understood  as  an  answer  to  the 
action,  on  the  ground  that  it  sets  up  an  order  that  the  person  of  the 
petitioner  should  be  finally  protected,  and  his  estate  distributed.     To 
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constitute  a  defence,  the  plea  must  be  '^'understood  to  be  substan- 


tially a  plea  under  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  s.  10.     The  order  pro- 
duced is  not  an  order  for  distribution  at  all,  but  a  mere  order  for  protect- 
ing the  person  of  the  petitioner,  under  s.  28  of  the  7  &  8  Vict,  c  96, 
which  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  bar  to  an  action. 
Gresswbll,  J.,  and  V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred^ 

Rule  absolute.(c) 

(a)  Which  enacta,  **  that,  if  any  suit  or  action  is  brought  againat  any  petitioner  for  or  in  re- 
spect of  any  debt  contracted  before  the  date  of  filing  his  petition,  it  ahali  be  a  sufficient  plea  m 
bar  of  the  said  suit  or  action,  that  such  petition  was  duly  presented,  and  a  final  order  forpro^ 
tectum  and  distribution  made  by  a  commissioner  duly  authorised,  whereof  the  production  of 
the  order  signed  by  the  commissioner,  with  proof  of  his  handwriting,  shall  be  sufficient 
evidence." 
(Jb)  Wilde,  C.  J.,  was  sitting  at  nisi  prius. 

(c)  The  court  of  Exchequer  has  recently,— in  PlateU  ▼.  SevUh  and  Jaeebt  ▼.  Hyde,  17  Law 
.  Journ.  JN.  8.  Exch.  249, — ^had  this  subject  under  its  consideration,  and  has  decided,  upon  • 
^careful  review  X)f  all  the  authoritiea,  and  particularly  the  cases  of  Cook  v.  Henson,  GilUm  ▼. 
J)eart^  and  Toomer  v.  Gingdl^  that  a  plea, — that,  after  the  accruing  of  the  debt,  and  after  tha 
f passing  of  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  and  before 
fthe  commencement  of  the  suit,  &c.,  a  petition  for  protection  from  process  was  duly  presented 
by  the  defendant  to  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  and  afterwards  filed  therein,  and  that  thereupon, 
anfl  after  the  passing  of  the  secondly  mentioned  act,  a  final  order  for  protection  and  distribution 
was  made  in  the  matter  of  the  petition  by  a  commissioner  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  and  that 
the  debt  accrued  before  the  filing  of  the  petition, — ^was  good  in  form,  and  a  substantial  answer 
to  an  action  for  a  scheduled  debt. 

In  J^iatdl  V.  Bevillj  the  question  arose  on  demurrer  to  the  plea ;  and,  in  Jaetha  y.  Byde^ 
upon.a  traverse,  aa  in  the  principal  case. 

RoiFs,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  these  cases,  saya :  **  We  have  to  con« 
atrue  >the  provisions  of  two  acts  of  parliament,  which  are  by  no  means  clearly  expressed,  espe- 
cially ifae  latter,  the  wording  of  which,  particularly  of  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  for  the  order 
of  projection,  is  likely  to  mislead  the  reader  ;  but,  on  a  careful  consideration  of  the  clauses  uf 
bo^  acts,  we  think  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  sufficiently  plain,  and  that  there  is  no  dif- 
ierenee  in  the  legal  efilect  of  the  final  order  given  under  the  second,  fix>m  th^t  given  under  the 
first  aett  as  to  the  discharge  of  the  insolvent.    In  both,  we  aiQe  of  opinion  that  it  constitntea  an 
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I  bar  to  iIm  actions  in  respect  of  which  it  is  a  protection,  aa  it  is  admitted  it  did  under 
(he  first  act.*'  After  observing  upon  the  several  provisions  of  the  statutes,  the  leaped  bsron 
proceeds :  "  If  the  former  act  bad  vested  all  subsequently  acquired  property  in  the  assignees,  tmd 
the  latter  act  had  altered  this,  there  would  have  been  ground  for  the  ^implication  that 
the  legislature  meant  to  do  away  with  the  absolute  defence  given  by  the  10th  section  [*800 
(of  5  dc  6  Vict.  c.  1 16),  and  to  leave  the  creditors  to  take  the  remedies  sgainst  subse- 
qaeatly  acquired  property  byJUrifaeias,  But  we  think  the  righu  of  the  assignees  to  after-aoqnirod 
property  are  not  aJTecied,  and,  consequently,  that  such  implication  doeanot  arise  ;  and  there  is, 
ihsiefore,  no  inconsistency  or  variance  between  the  first  and  second  act,  in  this  respect,  to  au- 
thorise us  to  reject  the  10th  section  as  being  impliedly  repealed  by  the  new  act.  The  form 
given  by  the  schedule,  it  is  true,  protects,  expressly,  the  person  only;  and  the  giving  sooh  • 
6rm  is,  do  doubt,  an  incautious  mode  of  legislating,  and  is  calculated  to  mislead ;  but  then  the 
final  order  directed  by  the  first  act,  is  no  more  than  an  order  of  protection  of  the  person." 
And,  in  conclusion,  he  said  :  **  Considering  the  two  acta  together  aa  one  system,  we  see  no 
reason  to  suppose  that  the  legialature,  which  clearly  meant  to  give  facilities  to  the  debtor  to 
shisin  his  discharge,  intended  also  to  limit  the  operation  of  that  discharge  under  the  new  act, 
■&  his  property,  present  and  future,  being  disposed  of  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  in  the  same 
vay  in  both  acts.  We  think  that  the  legal  efiect  of  the  discharge  is  the  same  in  both  acts,  and 
that  the  efiect  inartificially  described  in  the  10th  section,  belongs  just  as  mnch  to  an  order 
•nder  the  aecond,  as  under  the  first,  act.  This  view  of  the  two  acta  differa  from  that  which 
my  brother  Maule  is  reported  to  have  taken  in  the  case  of  Toomer  v.  Gingdl.  The  question 
a  that  case  was  not  fully  argued ;  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  having,  after  taking  time, 
acted  upon  the  impressbn  9fi  to  the  meaning  of  the  second  act,  which  its  language  is,  at  firet 
■i^t,  so  likely  to  create,  and  abandoned  the  argument.  Upon  the  best  consideration  we  can 
give  to  these  acts,  we  think  thst  the  impression  was  a  wrong  one,  and  that  the  efiect  of  the 
final  order  is  the  same  under  both  acta." 

Upon  the  authority  of  this  decision,  the  defendant  in  a  case  of  Weatmore  v.  Spentar,  in  the 
Whitechapel  county  court  of  Middlesex,  applied  to  set  aside  an  order  which  had  been  made, 
after  he  had  obtained  his  final  order  of  protection,  for  his  commitment  for  non-payment  of  m 
instabnent  upon  a  judgment,  which  he  had  neglected  to  pay,  having  sufficient  means  and  fibi- 
lity  ao  to  do.  This  application  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  the  warrant  of  commitment 
given  by  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  93,  s.  99,  in  cases  of  fraud,  &c.,  vras  not  process  ta  rupeet  ^ 
t&e  dib,  vrithin  the  7  dt  8  Vict.  c.  96,  but  was  process  t»  fomam  in  respect  of  the  past  misoon- 
dact.  Upon  this,  JLasft,  for  the  defendant,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  fix>m  Pattxsov,  J.,  in  the  bail 
eoort,  for  a  prohibition  to  the  county  court ;  sgainst  which  rule,  although  it  was  directed  by 
aiisiake  to  a  wrong  court,  the  plaintiff',  who  had  aheady  incurred  heavy  expenses,  showed  no 
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A.  agreed  to  purchase  of  B.  a  carriage,  then  stsnding  in  the  shop  of  B.,  A.  at  the  aame  timede 
siring  that  oertain  alterations  might  be  made  in  it.  The  alterations  haying  been  made,  the 
evriage  was,  at  A.*s  request,  placed  in  the  back  shop.  On  Saturday,  the  lith.of  Novem* 
ber,  A.  called  at  the  shop,  snd  requested  B.  to  hire  a  horse  and  man  for  him,  and  to  send  the 
carriage  to  his  house  on  the  following  day,  in  order  thst  he  might  take  a  drive  in  it, — ^A. 
having  previously  intimated  his  intention  to  take  the  carriage  out  a  few  tunes,  in  order  that 
ss  he  was  going  to  take  it  abroad,  it  might  pass  the  custom-house  as  a  second-hand  carnage. 
The  carriage  was  accordmgly  sent  to  and  used  by  A.  on  the  Sunday,  A.  paying  for  the  1^ 
of  the  horse  and  man.    A.  afterwards  refused  to  take  or  to  pay  for  the  carriage  9^ 

Bdd,  that  there  was  a  sufficient  acceptance  of  the  carriage  by  A.  befixre  Sunday,  the  IM  of 
November,  within  the  17th  section  of  the  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff'  to  recover 
upon  a  count  for  goods  bargained  and  eold. 

QiMnv,  vdiether  the  statute  29  Car.  2,  c.  7,  avoids  a  previoua  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of 
goods,  where  the  Miwerfond  acceptance  take  place  on  a  Sunday  f 

DsBT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  goods  bargained  9xA  eold,  work 
and  materials^  and  money  found  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

Fleas, — first,  to  the  whole  declaration,  nunjuam  indMMui^^-^ 
secondly,  as  to  the  first  count,  that,  before  and  at  the  tune  of  the  said 
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sale  and  delivery  'of  the  said  goods  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  by  the 
plaintiflTto  the  defendant,  as  in  that  count  mentioned,  to  ^it,  on  the  22il 
of  November,  1846,  the  plaintiff  carried  on  tbe  trade  and  business  of  a 
coach-maker,  and  that  the  said  goods  (being  a  phaeton)  were  sold  and 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  con- 
tract to  pay  the  price  and  value  thereof,  was  made,  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  way  of  the  plaintiff's  said  trade  and  business,  being 
then  his  ordinary  calling,  and  in  the  course  and  exercise  thereof,  upon 
the  Lord's  Day,  or  Sunday,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  of  Nivember,  1846,  the 
same  not  being  a  work  of  necessity  or  charity,  contrary  to  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided;  and  that,  witldn  a  reasonable  time  in  that 
♦«inoT  ^^^^"^  ^^^^  ^®^*  •following,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
-^  suit,  on  the  said  Lord's  Day,  or  Sunday,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  of 
November,  1846,  he  the  defendant  rescinded  and  put  an  end  to  the  said 
unlawful  bargain  and  purchase,  and  then  returned  and  redelivered  the 
said  goods,  to  wit,  the  said  phaeton,  to  the  plaintiff — ^verification.  There 
was  a  similar  plea  to  each  of  the  other  counts. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issued  on  the  first  plea,  and  replied  to  each  of  the 
other  pleas,  that  the  said  goods  were  not  sold  and  delivered  (or  bargained 
and  sold,  &c.),  neither  was  the  said  contract  to  pay  the  price  and  value 
thereof  made  upon  the  Lord's  Day,  or  Sunday,  in  manner  and  form  as 
the  defendant  had  alleged,  &c.,  concluding  to  the  country.    Issue  thereon. 

The  particulars  of  demand  were  as  follows : — 

"  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  72t  0«.  6i.  upon  the 
following  account : — 

"  1846.  November.  A  new  driving-seat  cab-phaeton, 
with  doors,  head,  and  folding-shutters  -        -        -        -       70       0       0 

"To  plating  the  wheel-caps  with  silver,  plating  the 
door-handles,  and  exchanging  the  brass  bead  for  silver- 
plated        

"  To  washing  and  cleaning  the  phaeton  after  use 


1 

0 

18 
2 

0 
6 

£12 

0 

6 

"Above  are  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  in  this  action ; 
and  he  will  rely  on  all  or  either  of  the  counts  of  the  declaration  for  the 
recovery  thereof." 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  sitting  in  London 
in  Hilary  term  last.  The  facts  were  as  follows :— In  the  early  part  of 
^  November,  1846,  the  *defendant  called  at  the  shop  of  the  plain- 

J  tiff,  a  coach-maker,  and  there  saw  a  carriage,  which  he  agreed  to 
buy  for  the  sum  of  70/.,  at  the  same  time  giving  directions  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  remove  the  brass  beading,  and  to  substitute  plated,  and  to  make 
some  other  slight  alterations.  These  alterations  having  been  made,  the 
defendant  again  saw  and  approved  of  the  carriage,  and  requested  that  it 
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mighi  remain  in  the  plaintiff's  back  shop  until  he  was  ready  to  ship  it 
for  Denmark ;  at  the  same  time  observing  that  he  would  make  use  of  it  a 
few  times,  in  order  that  it  might  pass  at  the  custom-honse  for  second- 
hand. Accordingly,  on  Saturday,  the  14th  of  November,  the  defendant 
requested  the  plaintiff  to  hire  a  horse  and  man,  and  to  send  them  to  his 
house  on  the  following  day,  with  the  carriage,  as  he  wished  to  drive 
round  the  park.  This  was  done  (the  defendant  paying  18s.  for  the  hire 
of  the  horse  and  man),  and  the  defendant,  after  using  the  carriage  for  a 
few  hours,  returned  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  refused  to  accept 
or  pay  for  it. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  of  any  delivery  or  acceptance  of  the  carriage 
within  the  statute  of  frauds  ;(a)  and  that  the  contract,  if  any,  not  beiiig 
complete  until  Sunday,  the  15th  of  November,  it  was  void  by  the  29 
Car.  2,  c.  7- 

Under  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sum  claimed  by  the  particulars,  leave  being  reserved  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  think  the 
objections  well  founded. 

Preniieej  in  the  course  of  the  same  term,  accordingly  obtamed  a  rule 
nisL  Upon  the  first  point,  he  cited  *Miiberley  v.  Sheppardy  10  r^co/w 
Bingh.  99,  8  M.  &;  Scott,  486,  MlioU  v.  Thamasy  8  M.  &  W.  170,  ^ 
Tempest  v.  Fitxgerald,  8  B.  &;  Aid.  680,  Bushel  v.  Wheeler^  8  Jurist, 
532,  Norman  v.  PhillipSy  14  M.  &  W.  277,  PhiOips  v.  BistoUiy  2'B.  &; 
C.  511,  8  D.  &;  R.  822,  and  Hanstm  v.  Armitagey  5  B.  &  Aid.  557, 1 D. 
k  R.  128 ;  and  upon  the  second,  WtUiams  v.  Pauly  6  Bingh.  658,  4  M. 
k  P.  532,  and  Blaxome  v.  WiOiamSy  8  B.  &  C.  282,  5  D.  &  R.  82. 
[WiLDB,  G.  J.,  referred  to  Smith  v.  SparroWy  4  Bingh.  84,  12  J.  B. 
Moore,  266,  and  Y.  Williams,  J.,  to  Simpson  v.  Nichollsy  8  M.  &  W. 
240,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  855.] 

John  Henderson  now  showed  cause.  There  was  a  complete  actionable 
contract  prior  to  the  Sunday,  and  consequently  the  second  point  does 
not  properly  arise  here.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant 
selected  the  particular  carriage,  desired  alterations  to  be  made  in  it,  and 
adopted  it  and  treated  it  as  his  own  after  the  alterations  had  been  made. 
The  case  of  WrigU  v.  Pereivaly  8  Law  Joum.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  258,  is  quite 
conclusive.  There,  the  defendant,  having  agreed  to  buy  a  carriage  of  the 
plaintiffs,  came  after  it  was  finished  to  the  plaintiffs'  manufactory,  bring* 
ing  with  her  a  cover  for  the  hind  seat,  and  a  set  of  traces,  which  the 
carriage  had  been  previously  made  to  fit.  One  of  the  plaintiffs  said  the 
carriage  was  complete ;  and  the  defendant  got  into  it,  and  expressed  her 
approbation.  The  defendant  then  desired  the  plaintiffs  to  order  post- 
luM'ses  to  take  it  home,  saying  that  she  would  call  at  a  certain  hour, 
and  adding  that  she  had  brought  a  cover  to  put  over  the  hind  seat, 

(»)  89  Car.  2,  c.  3,  a.  17. 
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wliich  she  directed  to  be  pat  on  in  a  partionlar  way.  The  ooTer  wee 
*8051  ^A^'^^^E^y  P^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^  ^®'  presence,  and  agreeably  to 
-^  her  directions.  The  weather  proving  wet,  the  defendant  called 
again  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day,  and  said  she  would  not  take  tiie 
carriage  home  that  eyening.  The  defendant  afterwards  refused  to  take 
or  to  pay  for  the  carriage :  and  it  was  held  that  these  facts  constituted 
a  sufficient  acceptance  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.  In  Mohde  v. 
Thwaite9y  6  B.  &;  C.  388,  A.  having  in  his  warehouse  a  quantity  of 
sugar,  in  bulk,  more  than  sufficient  to  fill  twenty  hogsheads,  agreed  to 
sell  twenty  hogsheads  to  B.,  but  there  was  no  note  in  writing  of  the 
contract  sufficient  to  satisfy  the .  statute  of  frauds.  Four  hogsheads 
were  delivered  to  and  accepted  by  B.  A.  filled  up  and  appropriated  to 
B.  sixteen  other  hogsheads,  and  informed  him  that  they  were  ready,  and 
desired  him  to  take  them  away.  B.  said  he  would  take  them  as  soon  as 
he  could :  and  it  was  held  that  the  appropriation  having  been  made  by 
A.,  and  assented  to  by  B.,  the  property  in  the  sixteen  hogsheads  thereby 
passed  to  the  latter,  and  that  their  value  might  be  recovered  by  A.  under 
a  count  for  goods  bargained  and  sold.  [Grbsswbll,  J.  There,  the 
whole  was  one  entire  contract.]  The  decision  is  not  put  upon  that 
ground,  but  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  an  appropriation  of  the 
sixteen  hogsheads  by  the  plaintiffs,  assented  to  by  the  defendant.  In 
MlioU  V.  Py&tM,  10  Bingh.  512,  4  M.  &;  Scott,  889,  the  plaintiff  was 
employed  by  the  defendant  to  make  a  machine  for  him  according  to  a 
particular  plan,  receiving  a  payment  on  account,  but  no  specific  price 
being  agreed  on.  When  the  machine  was  completed,  the  defendant  saw 
and  approved  of  it,  but  objected  to  the  price  demanded  for  it.  The 
defendant  afterwards  requested  the  plaintifi"  to  send  the  machine  home 
*8061  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^  P^^^  ^^^ '  which  the  latter  refused  to  '''do.  On  being 
applied  to  for  the  amount  by  the  plaintiflf's  attorney,  the  defend- 
ant said.he  would  endeavour  to  arrange  it,  if  the  plaintiff  would  give  him 
time.  It  was  held  that  these  facts  showed  a  sufficient  appropriation  of 
the  machine  by  the  plaintiff,  and  assent  thereto  on  tiie  part  of  the 
defendant,  to  entitle  the  former  to  recover  the  value  on  a  count  for  goods 
bargained  and  sold.  Baines  v.  Jevons^  7  Gar.  &;  P.  288,  is  an  authority 
to  the  same  effect.  Tempest  v.  Fitzgerald  was  the  case  of  a  ready  money 
bargain.  In  Maherley  v.  Sheppardy  the  chattel  was  in  fieriy  and  con- 
sequently there  could  be  no  acceptance.  And  JEttiott  v.  TJumuu  is  an 
authority  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  as  showing  that  that  which  took  place 
here  amounted  to  an  acceptance  of  the  carriage,  subject  only  to  the 
plaintiff's  lien  for  the  price. 

With  respect  to  the  statute  29  Car.  2,  c.  7,  the  defence  founded  upon 
that  statute  clearly  fails,  at. all  events  as  to  the  count  for  goods  bargained 
and  sold.  The  fallacy  on  the  other  side  is,  in  confounding  the  contract 
with  that  which  is  merely  evidence  of  the  contract  In  WilliafM  v.  Pan/, 
although  the  contract  was  made  on  the  Sunday,  the  plaintiff  was  held  to 
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be  «nlitled  to  recorer,  on  the  gromd  that  the  defendant  had  retained 
the  beaat,  and  on  a  snhsequent  day  promised  to  pay  for  it.  Stead  t. 
Dawber^  10  Ad.  &  E.  67,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  the  statute  of 
(SMuies  does  not  prohibit  the  perfarmanee  of  a  contract  on  a  Sunday. 
Sm^^mm  ▼.  NieholU,  3  M.  &  W.  240,  as  explained  m  5  M.  fc  W.  702, 
also  rapports  tliis  Tiew.  Bhxame  v.  WilUamB  was  an  action  for  goods 
•dd  and  delivered  only. 
I^rentieej  in  support  of  the  rule.     There  has  been  no  delivery  or  ac- 


eeptanee  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.    "^In  Bill  v.  Bamentj  9 


[*807 


IL  ft  W.  86,  the  defendant  ordered  goods  of  H.,  the  del  credere 
agent  of  the  plaintiff,  at  a  stipulated  price,  to  be  paid  for  on  delivery, 
tad,  on  receiving  notice  that  the  goods  had  arrived  at  H.'s  warehouse, 
went  there,  and  directed  a  boy  whom  he  saw  there,  to  put  a  certain  mark 
on  the  goods.  On  the  defendant's  refusal  to  receive  the  goods,  by  reason 
of  a  dilute  about  the  price,  an  action  was  brought  against  him  by  the 
plaintiff;  after  which,  at  H.'s  request,  the  defendant  wrote  in  H.'s 
ledger,  at  the  bottom  of  a  page  contuning  the  statement  of  the  goods  in 
question,  and  headed  with  the  plaintiff's  name,  the  words  "  received  the 
abofve,"  which  he  signed.  It  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go 
ts  the  jury  of  a  delivery  and  acceptance  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute  of 
fiands.  Parkb,  B.,  there  says :  ^'  To  take  the  case  out  of  the  17th 
seedon,  there  must  be  both  delivery  and  aeeeptanee;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  they  have  been  proved  in  the  present  case.  I  think  they  have  not. 
I  agree  that  there  was  eridence  for  the  jury  of  acceptance,  or  rather  of 
intended  acceptance.  The  direction  to  mark  the  goods  was  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  quo  animo  the  defendant  took  possession  of  them :  so,  also,  the 
reeeipt  was  some  evidence  of  an  acceptance.  But  there  must  also  be  a 
iMeery;  and,  to  constitute  that,  the  possession  must  have  been  parted  with 
by  the  owner,  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  of  lien.  Harvey  might  have 
agreed  to  hold  the  goods  as  the  warehouseman  of  the  defendant,  so  as  to 
deprive  himself  of  the  right  to  refuse  to  deliver  them  without  payment  of 
the  price  ;  but  of  that  there  was  no  proof.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
actual  marking  of  the  goods,  or  that  the  order  to  mark  was  assented  to  by 
Harvey.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof 
of  acceptance  to  satirfy  the  statute,  and  that  the  case  falls  within  the  ITth 
^section."  In  the  present  case,  there  clearly  was  no  delivery  of  r^ogo 
the  carriage.  [Maulb,  J.  The  defendant  dealt  with  the  carriage  ^ 
as  his  own.  Assuming  that  the  man  who  drove  it  on  the  Sunday,  was  the 
plaintiff's  servant,  and  had  directions  from  the  plaintiff  to  bring  back 
the  carriage,  still,  that  which  passed,  dearly  amounted  to  an  acceptance, 
sobject  to  a  contract  on  the  defendant's  part  to  send  the  carriage  back 
lo  the  plaintiff,  and  repledge  it  for  the  price.  Otherwise,  we  must  sup- 
poae  an  absurdity,  vie.  that  the  plaintiff  would  allow  a  new  carriage  to 
be  driven  about  on  trial.]  In  EUiM  v.  Pyhu^  there  had  been  an  actual 
appropriation  of  part  of  the  goods.    [Orbsswsll,  J.   This  was  a  sale  of 
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a  specific  chattel :  not  so  in  that  case.]  The  defendant  was  at  liberty  to 
object  that  the  carriage  was  not  completed  according  to  order.  In 
Elmore  v.  Stanej  1  Taunt.  458,  it  was  held  that,  if  a  man  bargaios  for 
the  pnrchase  of  goods,  and  desires  the  vendor  to  keep  them]  in  his  pos- 
session for  an  especial  purpose  for  the  vendee,  and  the  vendor  accepts 
the  order,  this  is  a  sufficient  delivery  of  the  goods  within  the  statate  of 
frauds.  But  that  case  is  inconsistent  with  Carter  v.  T(nu8amtj  5  B.  & 
Aid.  855, 1 D.  &  B.  515.  There,  the  plaintiff  sold  a  horse  to  the  defend- 
ant at  the  price  of  80Z.,  by  parol  agreement — ^the  horse  to  be  fired  and 
remain  in  the  plaintiff's  possession  until  fit  to  be  sent  to  grass.  At  the 
end  of  twenty-two  days,  the  horse  was,  by  the  defendant's  direction, 
taken  to  graze  at  Kimpton  Park,  and  there  entered  in  the  pliuntiff's 
name :  and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  delivery  to,  or  acceptance  of 
the  horse  by,  the  defendant,  to  satisfy  the  17th  section  of  the  statate  of 
frauds.  Batlet,  J.,  there  says :  ^^  It  seems  to  me  that  there  can  be  no 
actual  acceptance  or  receipt  by  the  buyer,  unless  there  is  a  change  of 
possession,  —  unless  the  seller  does  some  act  by  which  he  diYCSts 
*3091  *^^^^1^  ^^  ^^^  possession,  at  least,  for  an  instant.     K  the  buyer 

has  not  the  opportunity  of  exercising  a  control  over  the  property, 
he  cannot  be  considered  as  having  actually  accepted  or  received  it,  to 
satisfy  the  words  of  the  statute."  [Maulb,  J.  In  Searfe  v.  Margany  4 
M.  &  W.  270,  the  plaintiff  sent  a  mare  to  ike  defendant,  a  farmer,  to  be 
covered  by  a  stallion  belonging  to  the  latter.  The  mare  was  taken  to 
the  defendant's  stables,  and  covered  accordingly,  upon  a  Sunday.  The 
charge  for  covering  not  having  been  paid,  the  defendant  detained  the 
mare ;  and,  a  demand  being  afterwards  made,  refused  to  deliver  her, 
claiming  a  lien  for  the  covering :  and  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  the  specific  lien ;  and  that  the  contract  was  not  void  within 
the  29  Car.  2,  c.  7,  &•  1,  on  the  ground  of  its  having  been  made  and 
executed  on  a  Sunday, — ^the  contract  having  been  executed.  If  that 
case  be  law,  the  special  pleas  in  this  case  cannot  be  sustained.]  In 
Astey  V.  Emery^  4  M.  &  S.  262,  L.,  a  corn-factor  at  N.,  agreed  to  sell 
barley  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  to  be  delivered  at  L.'s  warehouse 
at  D.,  to  go  by  the  first  boat  of  L.  which  went  from  N.  to  D.,  at  88*.  per 
quarter, — ^which  was  a  higher  price,  on  account  of  its  being  to  be  delivered 
at  L.'s  expense ;  and,  the  barley  being  then  in  the  hands  of  T.,  the 
defendant  desired  him  to  see  it  delivered  and  measured  and  put  up  pro- 
perly ;  and  the  barley  was  sent  by  L.'s  first  boat,  and  the  invoice  delivered 
to  the  defendant,  who  requested  time  to  pay,  but  afterwards  refused  to 
accept  the  barley :  it  was  held,  in  assumpsit  for  the  price,  that  this  wss 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods  within  the  29  Gar.  2,  c.  3,  s.  17,  and 
not  a  mixed  contract  for  the  carriage  as  well  as  the  sale,  though  the 
price  was  enhanced  by  the  carriage ;  and  that  the  defendant's  haying 
*8101  ^PP^"^^^^  ^^  particular  boat,  and  "^having  desired  T.  to  inspect 

the  loading,  did  not  amount  to  an  acceptance  on  his  part« 
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In  order  to  sustain  the  special  pleas,  it  was  enough  for  the  defendant 
to  prore  either  a  bargain  and  sale,  or  a  contract  to  pay,  on  the  Sunday. 
Bloxome  v.  WiUiam9  is  an  authority  to  show  that  the  contract  here  was 
completed  by  the  defendant's  acceptance  of  the  carriage  on  the  Sunday: 
and  Fennell  v.  Bidler,  5  B.  &  G.  406,  8  D.  &  R.  204,  shows  that  the 
statnte  is  to  be  so  construed  as  most  effectually  to  advance  the  object  for 
which  it  was  passed.  The  acceptance  draws  to  it  the  preliminary  part 
of  the  contract :  WiUiama  v.  PatU.  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Smith  v.  Sparrow^ 
says:  "The  statute  enacts,  that  no  tradesman,  artificer,  workman, 
labourer,  or  any  other  person  whatsoever,  shall  do  or  exercise  any  worldly 
labour,  business,  or  work  of  their  ordinary  callings  upon  the  Lord's  day, 
or  any  part  thereof.  These  words  do  not  necessarily  imply  an  absolute 
completion  of  a  contract ;  any  serious  proceeding  in  the  making  of  a  bar- 
gain, is  equally  within  the  statute :  if  the  foundation  only  be  laid  on  a 
Sunday,  it  is  an  offence  against  the  act."  A  fortiarij  it  is  an  offence 
against  the  act,  if  the  contract  be  completed  on  the  Sunday.  Rohde  v. 
Tnaoaites  also  shows  that  this  was  no  sale,  until  acceptance.  In  AtkiiMon 
V.  BeU,  8  B.  &  C.  277,  2  M.  &  R.  292,  Littledale,  J.,  says:  "Goods 
bargained  and  sold  will  not  lie,  unless  there  be  a  sale.  There  could  not 
be  any  sale  in  this  case,  unless  there  was  an  assent  by  the  defendants  to 
take  the  articles.  Here,  there  was  no  assent.  The  property  must  be 
changed,  to  make  the  action  maintainable.  If  the  property  had  been 
changed,  the  maker  could  not  have  delivered  these  macldnes  to  any  one 
but  the  defendants.  I  think,  however,  he  might  have  delivered  them  to 
another,  notwithstanding  anything  that  passed,  and  that  the  defendants 
could  not  have  maintained  trover  '^'against  the  party  to  whom  they  r^oi i 
were  delivered.  In  the  case  of  an  execution  or  a  bankruptcy, 
these  machines  must  have  been  treated  as  the  goods  of  the  maker."  So, 
here,  there  was  no  change  of  property,  at  all  events  not  until  the  defend- 
ant received  the  carriage  on  the  Sunday.  In  Clark  v.  Bulmer^  11  M. 
k  W.  243,  the  plaintiff  brought  indebitatus  assumpsit  "  for  the  price  and 
value  of  a  main  engine,  and  other  goods,  9old  and  delivered,''  It  was 
proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  contract  was,  "  to  build  an  engine  of  100 
horse  power  for  the  sum  of  25002.,  to  be  completed  and  fixed''  by  a 
given  day ;  and  that  the  different  parts  of  the  engine  were  constructed 
at  the  plaintiff's  manufactory,  and  sent  in  parts,  at  different  intervals, 
to  the  defendant's  colliery,  a  distance  of  twenty  miles,  where  they  were 
fixed  piece-meal,  and  so  made  into  an  engine.  It  was  held  that  the  price 
agreed  upon  was  not  recoverable  in  the  above  form  of  action.  [Cress- 
well,  J.  There,  no  specific  article  Was  agreed  on,  and  consequently 
there  was  no  sale  j  The  case  shows,  with  the  others,  that  there  is  no 
complete  contract  until  acceptance,  or  writing.  In  Lecff  v.  2Wn,  10  M. 
k  W.  898,  to  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  for  goods  sold,  the  defendant 
I^eaded,  that,  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  became  indebted  to  the 
pbintiff,  as  in  the  dechuration  mentioned,  he  became  indebted  upon  a 
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contract  for  the  sale  of  the  goods  therein  mentioned,  for  a  price  exceed- 
ing 10/. ;  that  the  defendant  being  the  buyer  thereof,  did  not  accept  cr 
aotaally  receive  the  goods,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  give  or  pay  anything 
in  earnest  or  to  bind  the  bargain,  or  in  part  of  payment,  n<»'  was  any  note 
or  memorandom  in  writing  of  the  bargain  made  and  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  by  his  agent  thereunto  lawfully  authorised :  and  this  plea  was 
held  bad  on  special  demurrer,  as  being  an  argumentative  denial  of  the 
4,0.  o-i  contract  stated  in  the  declaration.(a)    *Here,  the  substantial  con- 

-^  tract  is,  the  sale  of  the  carriage :  the  work  and  labour  were 
merely  accessory. 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  there  was,  by  reason  of  the  suggested 
alterations,  any  acceptance  of  the  carriage  before  the  Sunday.  In 
MaberUy  v.  Sheppard,  10  Bingh.  99,  8  M.  &;  Scott,  486,  the  plaintiff 
built  a  wagon  for  the  defendant.  The  latter  employed  a  smith  to  affix 
thereon  the  iron-work,  and  a  tilt-maker  to  put  on  a  tilt.  The  wagon 
remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, — ^it  was  held  that  the  affixing 
of  these  articles  to  it  was  not  a  sufficient  acceptance  of  the  wagon  by  the 
defendant,  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.  Tindal,  G.  J.,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  court,  said :  '^  There  are  decisions  which  go  the 
length  of  holding,  that,  as  long  as  the  vendor  retains  his  right  of  lien 
over  the  whole  of  the  commodity  sold,  there  has  been  no  such  delivery 
and  acceptance  as  the  statute  intended.  And,  again,  that,  unless  there 
was  a  delivery  of  the  goods  of  the  vendor,  with  an  intention  of  vesting 
the  right  of  possession  in  the  vendee,  and  an  actual  acceptance  of  the 
latter,  with  an  intention  of  taking  possession  as  owner,  the  statute  is  not 
satisfied :  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  G.  87,  8  D.  &;  R.  220;  PhU^  v. 
Butolli,  2  B.  &  G.  511,  8  D.  &  R.  822 :  and,  undoubtedly,  the  present 
case  cannot  be  held  to  fall  within  the  compass  of  either  of  those  deci- 
sions ;  for  the  plaintiff  retained  his  lien  upon  the  wagon,  and  there  was 
nothing  in  the  facts  that  denoted  any  intention  either  to  deliver  or  to 
accept.  The  circumstances  of  this  cas^  certainly  leave  it  open  to  doubt 
whether  the  statute  has  been  complied  with  or  not ;  but  we  think  it  ib 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  free  the  case  from  all  doubt,  and,  where  any 
remains,  that  it  is  safer  to  adhere  to  the  plain,  intelligible  words  of  the 
•q-i  0-1  statute,  which  point  as  clearly  as  *wordfi  can  to  an  cuAwd  delivery 

J  and  an  actiuU  receiving  of  part  or  the  whole  of  the  goods  sold/' 
Bald^  V.  Parker  was  a  very  strong  case.  There,  A.  went  to  the  shop 
of  B.  k  Co.,  linen  drapers,  and  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  various 
articles,  e/»ch  of  which  was  under  the  value  of  10/.,  but  the  whole 
amounted  to  70/.  A  separate  price  for  each  article  was  agre^  upon: 
some  A.  marked  with  a  pencil,  others  were  measured  in  hie  presence, 
and  others  he  assisted  to  out  frcm  larger  bulks.  He  then  desired  that 
an  account  of  the  whole  might  be  sent  to  his  house,  and  went  away.  A 
biU  of  parcels  was  accordingly  sent,  together  with  the  goedsy  when  A* 
A)  SedTide  S  Bf.  It  6.  M,  n. 
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refiised  to  accept  them :  and  it  was  held,  that  this  was  all  one  contract, 
lad  therefore  within  the  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  s.  17 ;  and  that  there  was  nc 
MkfGTj  and  acceptance  of  any  of  the  goods,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  operation  of  that  section. 

Cei»TMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  was  a  sufficient  delivery 
tod  acceptance  of  the  carriage  in  question  previously  to  Sunday,  the 
loth  of  November,  1846,  to  satisfy  the  17th  section  of  the  statute  of 
fnuids.  In  Elmore  v.  Stane^  it  was  held  by  this  court,  that,  if  a  man 
bargains  for  the  purchase  of  goods,  and  desires  the  vendor  to  keep  them 
in  his  possession  for  an  especial  purpose  for  the  vendee,  and  the  vendor 
acoepta  the  order,  this  is  a  sufficient  delivery  of  the  goods  wi^thin  the 
statute  of  frauds.  In  Carter  v:  Toussainty  Abbott,  C.  J.,  deals  with  that 
ctse  thus : — "  In  the  case  of  Elmore  v.  Stone,  indeed,  the  custody  was 
of  the  same  kind  as  in  this  case.  There,  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  right 
to  say  to  the  defendant,  ^  you  shall  not  have  the  horse  until  you  pay  me 
the  price;'  but  the  court  thought,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  plaintiff's 
having  consented  to  put  the  horse  into  another  stable,  and  to  keep  it 
there  at  the  defendant's  charge,  he  had  changed  the  character  in  which 
he  ^origmally  held  the  horse,  and,  instead  of  holding  him  as  his  vulo^a 
own,  held  him  for  the  defendant,  as  his  livery-stable  keeper.  But 
there  is  nothing  of  that  kind  in  this  case.  So  long  as  the  horse  remained 
at  the  plaintiff's  stables,  and  before  it  went  to  Kimpton  Park,  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  keeper  of  it,  not  as  a  livery-stable  keeper,  but  as  owner,  and 
he  had  a  right  to  retain  it  until  the  money  was  paid.  Afterwards,  by 
the  defendant's  desire,  the  horse  is  sent  to  the  park ;  and,  if  it  was  sent 
there,  and  entered  in  the  defendant's  name,  and  by  his  desire,  I  should 
have  thought  that  that  was  an  actual  acceptance  of  the  horse.  But  the 
evidenee  is,  that  it  was  entered  in  the  plaintiff's  name.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  had  no  right  by  law  to  go  to  the  owner  of  the  park  and  demand 
the  posseeuon  of  the  horse,  because  the  park-keeper  would  not  be  au- 
thorised to  part  with  it  without  the  plaintiff's  order.  Therefore,  the 
eharmder  of  owner  belongs  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and 
remained  unchanged,  notwithstanding  the  horse  was  sent  to  the  park, 
where  it  is  entered  in  his  own  name,  without  any  control  whatever  being 
vested  in  the  defendant."  And  Bayley,  J.,  says :  "  The  case  of  Elmore 
V.  Stone  certainly  comes  very  near  this :  but  there  is  a  distinction.  In 
that  case,  the  original  proprietor  of  the  horse  had  one  stable  in  which  he 
kept  horses  as  owner,  and  another,  in  which  he  kept  them  as  a  livery- 
slahle  keeper,  and,  by  removing  the  horse  from  the  one  to  the  other,  it 
was  eonsidered  that  he  had  consented  to  divest  himself  of  the  character 
of  owner,  and  conveyed  the  property  in  the  horse  to  the  buyer,  without 
retaining  any  lien  for  the  price.  That  was  the  ground  upon  which  the 
dedaion  in  the  Common  Pleas  was  founded.  I  can  see  nothing  of  that 
kind  here.  There  is  no  consent  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  divest 
himself  of  the  possession,  or  to  abandon  his  right  to  retain  the  horse 
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*8151  ^"^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  paid."  In  cases  of  this  sort,  ^therefore,  it 
-^  seems  that  the  question  will  be,  whether  the  vendor  held  tke 
subject-matter  of  the  saJe  as  owner,  or  merely  as  a  warehouse-keeper 
for  the  vendee.  Looking  at  the  evidence  in  this  case,  it  appears  to 
me  that  there  is  enough  to  show  an  agreement  between  the  parties 
that  the  plaintiff  should  hold  the  carriage  as  a  warehouse-keeper  for  the 
defendant.  It  was  proved,  that  the  defendant  had  seen  the  carriage, 
and  had  had  alterations  made  in  it,  and  had  expressed  his  intentiop  to 
use  it  a  few  times  before  embarking  it,  so  that  it  might  pass  as  a  second- 
hand carriage ;  and  that,  at  his  request,  it  was  placed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  his  back  shop,  where  it  stood  at  the  disposal  of  the  defendant.  It 
was  further  proved,  that,  on  Saturday,  the  14th  of  November,  the  de- 
fendant called  at  the  plaintiff's  shop,  and  desired  that  a  horse  might  be 
hired  for  him,  and  that  the  carriage  should  be  sent  to  his  house  on  the 
following  day  (Sunday) ;  which  was  accordingly  done.  In  considering 
whether  the  plaintiff  had  at  this  time  agreed  to  hold  the  carriage  as  the 
defendant's  agent,  we  may  look  at  what  took  place  on  the  Sunday.  Is 
it  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  allowed  the  carriage 
to  be  used, — ^which  would  have  reduced  it  to  the  condition  of  a  second- 
hand article, — ^if  it  had  not  been  well  understood  between  the  parties 
that  he  had  ceased  to  be  the  owner  ?  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion 
than  that  the  plaintiff  had  assented  to  the  defendant's  proposal  to  keep 
the  carriage  in  his  shop  as  his,  the  defendant's,  agent.  I  therefore  think 
there  was  a  sufficient  delivery  and  acceptance,  independently  of  what 
took  place  on  the  Sunday,  to  satisfy  the  statute,  and  consequently  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  verdict. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  a  com* 
*S1&]  P^^^^  bargain  and  sale  prior  to  the  Sunday.  "^It  appears  that  the 
carriage  had  been  completely  finished  before  that  day,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  defendant ;  and  that  he  had  had  certain  alterations 
made  in  it,  which  was  to  some  extent  exercising  the  right  of  ownership. 
But,  when  the  defendant  directed  the  plaintiff  to  keep  the  carriage  for 
him,  saying  that  he  intended  to  take  it  out  a  few  times,  in  order  to  make 
it  pass  as  a  second-hand  carriage,  he  was  clearly  assuming  to  deal  with 
it  as  his  own.  This,  coupled  with  the  fact  of  the  carriage  having  been 
at  the  defendant's  request  sent  to  his  house  on  the  Sunday,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  driving  in  the  park,  shows  an  assumption  of  ownership  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and  an  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, ' 
that  well  justified  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  the  carriage 
was  then  no  longer  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  but  had  become  the 
property  of  the  defendant.  That  which  took  place  on  the  Sunday  was 
no  violation  of  the  statute,  29  Car.  2,  c.  7.  And,  even  if  it  were,  it 
does  not  the  less  serve  to  throw  light  upon  the  previous  part  of  the 
transaction. 

Grbsswell,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     There  was  ample  cvi- 
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dence  from  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  find  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff. There  was  evidence  of  a  specific  bargain  for  the  particular  carriage, 
and  that,  when  finished  to  the  plaintiff's  satisfaction,  the  carriage  was 
removed  into  the  back  shop.  That  left  it  equivocal  whether  it  had  been 
accepted  by  the  defendant,  and  parted  with  by  the  plaintiff:  the  result 
is  to  be  judged  of  by  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  parties.  The 
defendant  assumed  to  be  the  owner,  by  ordering  the  carriage  out  for  a 
drive.  And  the  plaintiff,  by  his  conduct,  also  shows  that  he  no  longer 
considered,  himself  as  the  owner;  for,  it  is  by  no  means  probable 
th&t  he  would  have  allowed  the  carriage  to  go  out,  unless  he  had 
^considered  the  bargain  to  be  complete.  Using  it  even  for  a  r^cQif 
short  time,  would,  of  course,  materially  depreciate  it.  I  there-  ^ 
fore  think  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding  that  the  property  in  the 
carriage  had  passed  to  the  defendant  by  what  had  taken  place  prior  to 
the  Sunday,  and  that  the  plaintiff  retained  possession  merely  in  the  cha- 
racter of  agent. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  For  the  reasons  given 
-by  my  learned  brothers,  I  think,  that,  if  the  judge  had  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  or  not  there  had  been  a  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the 
carriage  before  the  Sunday,  there  would  have  been  nothing  objectionable 
in  his  so  doing ;  and  that  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  that  case,  would 
have  been  justified  by  the  evidence.  Bule  discharged. 
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♦818]       •IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

WILLIAMS  V.  ARCHER.     Nov.  30. 

In  detinae  for  nilway-tcrip,  which  bad  beon  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff,  after  action  brought, 
under  a  judge's  order:  —  Held,  that  the  judge  was  warranted  in  directing  the  jury  at  the 
trial,  that,  in  estimating  the  damages,  they  might  take  into  consideration  the  difference  in 
▼alue  of  the  scrip  at  the  time  of  the  demand,  and  at  the  time  of  its  deUvtry  U  tkt  pUmtH 
under  the  judge's  order. 

Hdd,  also,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  scrip  had  already  been  redelivered,  the  verdict  and  judgment 
were  properly  confined  to  an  auessment  of  damages  for  the  detention,^ by  analogy  to  the 
case  of  the  redelivery  of  charters  being  rendered  impossible  by  reason  of  their  having  been 
burnt. 

This  was  an  action  of  detinue.  The  declaration  stated  that  the 
plaintiff,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  March,  1845,  delivered  to  the 
defendant  divers  writings  and  chattels,  that  is  to  say,  250  scrip-certifi- 
cates  of  shares  in  a  certain  joint-stock  railway  company  called  and  known 
as  The  Narthr  Wale^-Railway  Company y  250  certificates  by  which  it  was 
certified  that  the  holder  thereof  was  entitled  to  250  shares  of  25/.  each 
in  the  said  North-Wales-Railway  Company,  &c.  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  of 
great  value,  to  wit,  80002.,  to  be  redelivered  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff,  when  he  the  defendant  should  be  thereunto  afterwards  requested: 
yet  the  defendant,  although  he  waa  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  aforesaid, 
requested  by  the  plaintiff  so  to  do,  had  not  as  yet  delivered  the  said 
writings  and  chattels,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but  had,  until  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  still  did,  neglect 
and  refuse  so  to  do,  and  unjustly  detained  and  continued  to  detain  the 
same  from  the  plaintiff:  By  means  whereof  the  plaintiff  wholly  lost  and 
was  deprived  of  divers  gains  and  profits  which  he  might,  and  otherwise 
would,  have  made  and  acquired  from  and  by  means  of  the  said  writings 
and  chattels,  and  from  selling  and  disposing  of  the  same ;  and  was  also, 
by  means  of  the  premises,  wholly  prevented  from  being  registered  by 
*3191  *^^^  ^^  joint-stock  company  as  a  shareholder  thereof  and  a 
^  holder  of  divers,  to  wit,  250  shares  therein, — ^it  being  necessary, 
and  required  by  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  said  company,  that  the 
plaintiff  should  produce  to  the  said  company  the  said  writings  and  chat- 
tels, to  be  registered  by  the  said  company  as  a  shareholder  thereof  and 
a  holder  of  the  said  shares  therein ;  and  the  plaintiff  thereby  lost  divers 
great  gains  and  profits  which  might,  and  otherwise  would,  have  accrned 
to  him  from  being  registered  as  such  shareholder ;  and  ako,  by  means 
of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  wholly  lost  divers,  to  wit,  100  other  shares 
of  and  in  the  said  company,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  lOOOZ.,  which  the 
said  company  might  and  would  have  allotted  and  given  to  him,  if  he  had 
been  the  holder  of  the  said  writings  and  chattels,  and  possessed 
thereof,  &c. 
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Ilea,  n'TU  deiinet ;  whereupon  iflsne  was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Crbsswbll,  J.,  at  the  aittiDgs  in  London  after 
Hilary  term,  1846,  the  plaintiff  below,  in  support  of  the  issue,  proved 
that  ibe  defendant  below,  at  the  time  of  the  demand  and  refusal  therein- 
after mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  17th  of  May,  1845,  and  from  thence  con- 
tinoally  until  the  25th  of  November,  1845,  detained  from  him  the  said 
writings  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  that  the  said  250 
scrip-certificates  of  shares  in  the  declaration  first  mentioned  were  scrip- 
certificates  of  shares  of  25/.  each,  in  a  certain  joint-stock  company  for 
executing  a  railway  which  could  not  be  carried  into  execution  without 
obtaining  the  authority  of  parliament,  and  which  said  company  was  and 
had  been  provisionally  registered  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  sta- 
tute made  and  passed  in  the  8th  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  present 
Majesty,  intituled,  an  act  for  the  registration,  incorporation,  and  regu- 
lation of  joint«tock  companies  (a),  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  *paid  p^qnA 
a  deposit  of  1/.  6s.  upon  and  for  each  of  the  said  250  scrip-certi-  ^ 
ficates  of  shares,  and  had  subscribed  a  contract  by  which  he  was  legally 
bofond  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  25/.  upon  and  in  respect  of  each  of  the 
said  shares  in  the  said  certificates  mentioned,  at  the  times  and  in  the 
manner  mentioned  in  the  said  contract ;  that  the  plaintiff,  on  the  17th 
of  May,  1845,  demanded  the  said  last-mentioned  250  scrip-certificates 
ef  the  defendant,  who  then  refused  to  deliver  the  same  to  the  plaintiff; 
that,  when  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  said  scrip-certificates,  and  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  deliver  up  the  same,  as  aforesaid,  viz.  on  the  said  17th 
<rf  May  last  aforesaid,  the  said  scrip-certificates  of  shares  were  worth  3/. 
Si.  each,  and  were  then  lawfully  saleable  in  the  market ;  and  that,  at 
the  time  when  the  action  was  commenced,  the  said  250  scrip-certificates 
were  also  legally  saleable,  and  were  worth  the  price  of  SL  5«.  each :  but 
the  plaintiff  below  did  not  prove,  or  give  in  evidence,  that  he,  the  plain- 
tiff below,  had  at  any  time  made  or  entered  into  any  contract  or  bargain 
f<Hr  the  sale  or  transfer  of  the  said  scrip-certificates  and  shares. 

And  the  plaintiff  below  also  proved  and  gave  in  evidence  a  certain 
judge's  order,  bearing  date  the  19th  of  November,  1845,  whereby  it  was 
ordered,  that,  on  delivery  of  the  articles  claimed  in  this  action,  and  costs 
to  be  taxed,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  below  should  be  subject  to  the  costs  of  the 
action,  unless  he  should  recover  more  than  nominal  damages ;  and  that 
the  said  articles  claimed  in  this  action  were,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
order,  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  below,  and  the  costs  mentioned  in  the 
order  duly  paid,  before  the  trial,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  of  November,  1845, 
—at  which  time  the  said  250  scrip-certificates  were  worth  only  1/.  each, 
and  could  not  have  been  sold  for  more. 

And  the  defendant  below  proved  and  gave  in  evidence,  that,  at  the 
time  the  said  scrip-certificates  and  shares,  certificates,  papers,  and 


nieoes  of  paper  in  the  "^declaration  mentioned,  were  delivered 
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by  the  pUintiff  below  to  the  defendant  below,  he,  the  plaintiff  below, 
might  have  sold  the  same  at  a  profit  of  1/.  10s.  for  each  of  the  said 
scrip-certificates  and  shares,  &c.,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum 
of  366/. 

And  thereupon  the  said  justice  stated  to  and  directed  the  jury  afore- 
said, that  the  true  measure  of  damage  was,  the  loss  that  the  plaintiff 
below  sustained  by  not  having  the  certificates  when  demanded;  and  that 
the  jury  might,  if  they  pleased,  measure  that  loss  by  the  difference  between 
the  price  at  the  time  of  the  refusal^  and  the  price  at  the  time  when  the 
mid  certificates  were  delivered  up :  whereupon  the  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant below  made  their  exceptions  to  the  said  opinion  of  the  said  justice, 
and  then  excepted  and  objected  to  the  said  direction  of  the  said  justice 
thereto,  that  the  loss  of  the  contingent  profit  which  the  plaintiff  migbt 
have  made  and  gained  by  the  sale  of  the  said  scrip-certificates  and 
shares,  &c.,  if  he  had  been  in  possession  thereof  as  aforesaid,  was  not 
and  is  not  recoverable  as  damages  in  this  action ;  and  then  insisted  that 
the  said  justice  ought  to  have  directed  the  jury  aforesaid,  that,  upon 
the  evidence  aforesaid,  nominal  damages  only  were  recoverable  in  this 
action. 

The  jury  found  'Uhat  the  within-named  defendant  did  detain  the 
writings  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form 
as  the  plaintiff  had  within  complained,  before  and  at  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  and  from  thence  continually  until  and  at  the  respective  times 
of  pleading  the  within  declaration  and  the  within  plea,  and  from  thence 
until  the  26th  of  November,  1845,  when  the  defendant  delivered  the 
said  writings  and  chattels  to  the  plaintiff  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  order 
of  Gresswell,  J.,  in  that  behalf  made,  whereby  the  said  justice  ordered 
that,  upon  delivery  of  the  articles  claimed  in  this  action,  and  payment 
^QQo-i  of  the  *costs,  to  be  taxed,  including  the  costs  of  the  said  appli- 
''  cation,  the  plaintiff  should  be  subject  to  the  costs  of  this  action, 
dnless  he  recovered  more  than  nominal  damages  for  the  detention ;  and 
tibiey  assessed  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  on  occasion  of  the  detention 
of  the  said  writings  and  chattels,  over  and  above  his  costs  and  charges 
by  him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  to  5621.  lOs.y  and  for 
those  costs  and  charges  to  iOs.  Therefore  it  is  considered  that  the  said 
Henry  Archer  do  recover  against  the  said  David  Williams  his  said 
damages,  costs,  and  charges,  by  the  jurors  aforesaid,  in  form  aforesaid 
assessed ;  and  also  188/.  10«.  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  the  court  here 
adjudged  of  increase,  to  the  said  Henry  Archer,  with  his  assent ;  which 
said  damages,  costs,  and  charges  in  the  whole  amount  to  703/.  And  the 
said  David  Williams  in  mercy,  &c." 

A  writ  of  error  was  afterwards  brought  upon  this  judgment — the  errors 
assigned  being,  that  the  above  direction  was  erroneous,  for  that  the  jury 
ought,  upon  the  evidence  adduced  before  them,  to  have  been  directed  to 
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find,  and  ought  to  have  found,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  below  for  nominal 
damages  only. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  29th  instant,  before  Pares,  B.,  Colb- 
RiDGB,  J.,  Erle,  J.,  WiGHTMAN,  J.,  and  Platt,  B. 

WilleSj  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.(a)  The  direction  of  the  learned 
judge  was  clearly  wrong :  the  proper  ^measure  of  damages  could  r^oQo 
not,  in  any  event,  be  the  difference  between  the  price  of  the  cer- 
tifieates  at  the  time  of  the  refusal,  and  the  price  at  the  time  when  they 
were  delivered  up ;  but  their  value  at  the  time  of  the  detention.  It 
might  be  that,  before  the  verdict  or  the  judgment,  they  might  rise  to 
their  original  value.  The  jury  have  been  misled  into  converting  value 
into  damages.  The  finding  is,  at  all  events,  informal :  the  jury,  instead 
of  returning  a  verdict  for  substantial  damages,  should  have  found  the 
value  of  the  goods  detained,  and  then  assessed  the  damages  of  the 
plaintiff  on  the  occasion  of  the  detaining, — ^as  appears  from  the  form  in 
Tidd's  Practical  Form8,(i)  sanctioned  by  all  the  authorities.  The  plea 
of  non  detinet  merely  puts  in  issue  the  detention  before  action,  the  value 
of  the  chattel,  and  the  damages  due  for  the  detention:  J<mes  v.  Dowle,  9 
M.  k  W.  19.  In  Selwyn's  Nisi  Prius,(<?)  it  is  said:  " The  form  of  the 
judgment  in  this  action  is,((2)  that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  the  goods  in 
question,  or  the  value  thereof,  if  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  the  goods,  and 
his  damages,  that  is,  damages  for  the  detention.  The  language  of  the 
judgment  being  in  the  alternative,  that  the  plaintiff  do  recover  the 
goods,  or  the  value  thereof,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  jury  to  find  the  value ; 
and  an  omission  in  this  respect  cannot  be  supplied  by  a  writ  of  inquiry 
of  damages :"  per  OoKS,  in  Ohetfnetf^s  case,  10  Go.  Rep.  119  b,  recog- 
nised by  Holt,  C.  J.,  in  Herbert  v.  Waters^  1  Salk.  206,  •where  r«324 
he  said  that  a  contrary  determination  in  Burton  v.  Bobinion,  Sir 
T.  Raym.  124,  1  Siderf.  246,  was  not  law.  [Wightman,  J.  The  certi- 
ficates in  this  case  having  been  delivered  up,  the  only  question  that 
remained  was,  as  to  the  damages  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  from  their 
detention.  The  case  might  have  been  different,  if  it  had  appeared  from 
the  facts  shown  on  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  jury  had  found  the 
damages  as  part  of  the  value.]  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  damages  do 
constitute  part  of  the  value. 

Peacocky  for  the  defendant  in  error.(e)    In  detinue,  the  plaintiff 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  (the  defendant  below), 
were,—"  1.  That,  in  this  action,  the  plaintiff  below  was  not  entitled  to  recover  more  than  nomi* 
nal  damages,  the  chattels  themselves,  which  were  the  subject  of  the  action,  having  been  redeli- 
vered to  die  plaintiff,  and  all  his  costs  paid  to  him,  wider  the  judge's  order.  2.  That  the  learned 
judge  misdirected  the  jury,  in  stating  to  them  that  the  true  measure  of  damages  was,  the  loss 
that  the  plaintiff  sustained  by  not  having  the  certificates  when  demanded,  and  that  the  jury 
might,  if  they  pleased,  measure  that  loss  by  the  difference  between  the  price  at  the  time  of  such 
refusal  and  the  time  when  the  said  certificates  were  delivered  up.'* 

(6)  Appendix  to  the  9th  edit,  of  the  Practice,  p.  321. 

ie)  10th  edit.  p.  658. 

(i)  Citing  Townsend's  1st  Book  of  Judgments,  344 ;  2d  Book  of  Judgm.  82,  5 ;  Aston's 
Entries,  202,  pi.  8;  Feter»  v.  Heyward,  Cro.  Jac.  681,  2;  Keilw.  64  b,  per  Fkowics,  C.  J. 

(«)  The  defendant  in  error's  pomts  for  argument  were—"  1.  That,  in  an  action  of  detinue, 
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recovers  the  goods  themselves,  or  their  value,  and  damages  for  the  deteft- 
tion :  the  jiiry  are  to  assess  the  value,  and  also  to  assess  the  damages. 
In  Gomyns*s  Digest,  Tit.  Pleader^  (2  X.  12),  it- is  said  that  ^<  the  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  in  detinue,  shall  be  for  recovery  of  the 
thing  detained,  vel  valorem  inde^  and  co6ts,"(A)  which  evidenUj  means 
danKigea.  So,(5)  ^Mf  detinue  be  for  charters,  the  verdict  must  find 
some  damages;  which  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  if  the  charters  are 
lost."  [Pares,  B.  Do  yoii  find  any  case  in  the  books,  where  the  goods 
have  been  delivered  up  after  action  brought,((;)  as  here  ?]  None  such 
has  been  found :  but  the  analogy  must  be  the  same  with  the  case  of  the 
lost  or  burnt  charters.     It  is  absurd  to  say  that  the  jury  are  to  limit 
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their  finding  to  nominal  damages  for  the  detention,  '^though  the 


goods  may  be  materially  depreciated.  [Parke,  B.  The  diffi- 
culty arises  from  the  judge's  order.  Erle,  J.  Is  it  not  equivalent  to  dis- 
charging the  jury  by  consent  from  finding  the  value  of  the  goods  ?]  The 
only  question  the  parties  went  down  to  try,  was,  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  to  have  substantial  or  merely  nominal  damages.  If  there  is  any 
difficulty  in  point  of  form,  that  may  be  removed  by  an  application  to 
the  court  below  to  amend  the  judgment. 

Parer,  B.  We  are  all  agreed  that  the  direction  of  the  learned  judge, 
as  to  the  principle  upon  which  the  damages  were  to  be  estimated,  was 
correct.     The  only  difficulty  w^  feel  is,  as  to  the  form  of  the  record. 

TTtZfe^,  in  reply.  In  detinue,  the  jury  must  assess  the  value  of  the 
goods  af  the  time  of  the  detention.  The  defendant  has  his  option  to 
deliver  up  the  goods,  or  to  pay  the  value  so  assessed.  The  jury  cannot, 
in  assessing  the  damages,  include  any  part  of  the  value  of  the  goods. 
The  direction,  therefore,  was  manifestly  wrong.  The  jury  had  no  right 
to  go  into  the  question  of  the  scrip  having  been  given  up  under  a  judge^s 
order.  They  were  bound  rigidly  to  follow  the  course  pointed  out  by  the 
law,  viz.  to  assess  the  value,  and  to  assess  the  damages  for  the  detention. 
If  the  plaintiff  sustains  any  injury  by  the  form  of  action  he  has  thought 
fit  to  adopt,  it  is  his  own  fault. 

Pares,  B.  We  will  consider  whether  or  not  it  is  necessary  to  make 
any  application  to  the  court  below  to  alter  the  finding. 

Cwr.  adt\  vuit. 

Parks,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
*8261       ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  intimated  our  opinion  yesterday,  that  the  direc- 
^  tion  of  the  learned  judge  was  correct,  in  telling  *the  jury  that  they 

the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  eubetintial  damages  for  the  detention  of  the  chattels,  as  well 
•s  the  chattela  themselves,  or  their  value.  2.  That  the  measure  of  damages  which  the  plaintifl' 
below  sustained  in  the  present  case,  was,  the  loss  he  incurred  bjr  not  having  the  certificates 
when  demanded ;  and  that  the  jury  were  at  liberty  to  give  him,  by  way  of  damages,  the  <  ^ 
ence  between  the  price  at  the  time  of  the  refusal  to  deliver,  and  the  price  at  the  time  they  i 
actually  delivered." 

(a)  Per  Frowick,  C.  J.,  Keilw.  64  b. 

ih)  Serab.  Sav.  89. 

^  Vide  post,  339  (6) 
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might  take  into  consideration  the  difference  in  valne  of  the  scrip-certifi- 
cates at  the  time  of  the  demand,  and  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  them 
to  the  plaintiff  :(a)  but  a  doubt  occurred  to  us,  whether  the  finding  of  the 
juiy,  and  the  judgment  thereupon,  for  damages  only,  was  correct.  It 
differs  from  the  ordinary  modern  form  of  verdict  in  detinue,  which  finds 
the  value  of  the  chattels,  and  damages  for  the  detention ;  (()  whereupon  the 
judgment  is,  that  the  plaintiff  recover  the  chattels,  or  the  sum  assessed 
as  the  value,  if  he  cannot  have  the  chattels  again,  and  also  his  damages  and 
costs.  Here,  there  can  be  no  such  judgment :  and  a  doubt  arose  whether 
the  special  facts  could  be  found,  as  is  done  in  the  present  case,  on  the  issue 
onnon  detinet,  the  only  question  on  such  issue  apparently  being,  whether 
the  chattels  were  detained,  and,  if  so,  what  was  their  value,  and  what 
the  damages  for  their  detention.  We  do  not  think,  on  reference  to  the 
*old  authorities,  that  this  objection  ought  to  prevail.  In  BoUe's  r^cQOY 
Abridgment,  Tit.  Detinue^  (E),  it  is  said,  that  in  detinue  of  char- 
ters, if  the  issue  be  upon  the  detinet,  if  it  be  found  that  the  defendant 
has  burned  the  charters,  the  judgment  shall  not  be  to  recover  the  char- 
ters, for,  it  appears  that  he  (the  plaintiff)  cannot  have  them ;  but  he  shall 
recover  the  value  of  the  land  in  damages.  A  reference  is,  however, 
made  to  a  contrary  decision  in  the  Year  Book  17  E.  8, 45,  h.{c)  In  that 
case,  the  jtiry  found  that  the  charters  were  burned  by  the  defendant. 
SuA&DBLOW,  J.,  said  that  the  issue  was  only  on  the  detinue,  which 
detinue  was  found,  and  the  judgment,  it  was  agreed  by  the  court,  should 

(^)  After  abridging  the  case  of  Coi^ey  ^  Ux.,  executrix  of  Grenfidde^  v.  Davers,  H.  9  E.  4 
fo.  49,  pi.  6,  Fitzherbert  eays:  **  Et  vide  Hbrum^  for  there  are  seTeral  good  cases  put  there, 
and  some  adjudged."  Fitzh.  Abr.  Variance,  pi.  24.  One  of  these  cases  is  thus  stated :  **  Tern- 
fre  E.  1.  In  debt  upon  a  deed  of  thirty  quarters  of  barley,  at  the  price  of  20f .,  it  was  ibund 
fcr  ibe  plaintiff;  and  they  inquired  of  the  price  at  the  time  of  (appointed  for)  payment,  and  it  was 
found,  that,  at  the  time  of  (appointed  for)  payment,  a  quarter  was  at  32«.,  but  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  deed,  it  was  only  at  3«. :  the  plaintiffrecovered  18/.  for  the  com,  &c.,  according 
to  the  price  at  which  it  was  at  the  time  of  (appointed  for)  payment,  &c.  Bt  iic  nata,  that  he 
recovered  the  price,  and  not  the  corn,  &c.,  and  yet  he  demanded  the  corn,  &c."  The  da- 
mages appear  to  have  been  assessed  at  the  difference  between  the  20s.  per  quarter  which  the 
plaintiirwas  to  pay  for  the  barley,  and  the  market  price  of  the  day  of  delivery, — as  upon  a  time 
bargain  for  stock.  Both  editions  of  the  Year  Books  have  20^  instead  of  20f .  as  the  price  men- 
tioned in  the  deed ;  but  201.,  taking  it  as  the  price  of  the  whole  thirty  quarters,  would  not  pro- 
doce  the  result  stated.  In  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Damage$,  pi.  84,  Lord  Brooke  gives  the  price  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  deed  at  13«.  a  quarter,  and  ot  the  time  at  which  the  delivery  was  to 
be  made  at  23s, ;  whilst  in  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Detinue,  pi.  28,  the  prices  are  respectively  20s.  and 
33t. 

{h)  See  Tidd's  Fr.  Forms,  8th  ed.  339,  Oih  ed.  321. 
•  (fi)  T.  17,  E.  3,  fo.  45,  pi.  1.  In  detinue  of  a  writing,  it  was  pleaded  to  the  country,  upon  a 
traverse  of  the  detinue  (i.  e.  plea,  non  detinet),  and  now  it  was  found  by  verdict,  that  the  ohar- 
ter  was  burnt  by  the  defendant.  Shahdelow,  J.  "  Perhaps  the  plaintiff  is  in  such  a  case  that 
bs  would  be  disinherited  if  he  had  not  the  charter, — ^for,  in  some  actions,  the  party  is  not 
entitled  to  an  answer,  without  showing  a  specialty ;  or,  although  he  were  tenant  perhaps,  and 
had  wamnty,  and  his  specialty  was  lost,  his  land  would  be  lost  without  value  {u  e.  without  any 
iMovary  over).  Wherefore,  it  seems  that  it  is  necessary  to  have  regard  to  this,  and  a  verd^pt 
showing  the  value  of  the  land  in  the  charter,  &c."  But  afterwards  Shardblow  said  that  <'  the 
isMis  is  bat  on  the  detinue,  which  detinue  is  found."  Wherefore  the  court  awarded  that  the 
l^aintiff  should  recover  the  charter,  and  damages  taxed  at  half  a  mark,  and  thit  the  defendant 
siMmId  bs  distrained  to  render  the  charter.  This  case  is  abridged  nearly  in  the  same  %»naB  in 
FtnlL  Abr.  tit.  JndgwutU,  pi.  115. 

VOL.  v.— 27  82 
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be,  to  recover  the  charterB,  and  damages  to  x.  marks,  and  that  the  defend 
ant  should  be  distrained  to  return  them.  By  analogy  to  this  case,  the 
judgment  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  this  record  would  be  wrong.  But  the 
case  does  not  appear  to  be  law ;  for,  Brooke,  in  his  Abridgment,  Tit. 
Detinue  de  BienSj  pi.  25,  says  that  Newton  and  Pastox  (both  justices  of 
C.  B.)  in  21  H.  6,  86,  say,  that,  if,  in  detinue  of  charters,  the  charters 
*3281  ^^  ^^^^^^9  ^^^  plaintiff  shall  recover  all  in  damages.(a)  The  *like 
-^  is  laid  down  in  8  Hen.  6,  fo.  19,  pi.  18 :  (5)  and  Brooke,  and 
also  Rolle,  in  their  Abridgments,  evidently  adopt  that  position  as  good 

J       •If  that  be  so, — and  it  seems  to  us  that  it  is, — ^we  may,  on  the 

(a)  Lord  Brooke  there  says,  "Detinue  of  two  writings,  in  which  the  defendant  prayed 
garnishment,  and  the  scire  facias  was  served  upon  the  garnishee,  and  he  made  default :  there 
the  plaintijQ^  recovered  against  the  defendant,  but  no  damages.  Ascub.  Where  the  garnishee 
appears,  and  the  plaintiff  makes  default,  the  garnishee  shall  recover.  Newton  and  Pastor. 
Where  plaintiff  recovers,  the  judgment  shall  be  of  the  chattels  demanded ;  and,  if  they  be  burn- 
ed, there  he  shall  recover  all  in  damages,  and  distress  shall  issue  against  the  drfendant  to  de- 
limer  ike  thattds.  And  note  that  the  entry  is,  that  he  recover  the  writings  against  the  defend- 
ant, et  quodhabeat  liberaeionem  against  the  garnishee."  The  words  in  italics  would  lead  to  the 
inference  that  there  was  to  be  judgment  against  the  defendant  ad  deliherandumt  notwithstand- 
ing the  chattel  was  no  longer  in  rerum  naturd.  But,  on  referring  to  the  book  at  large,  P.  21, 
H.  6,  fo.  36,  pi.  3,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  former  branch  of  the  sentence  only,  is  given  to  C.  J. 
Nbwtoit.  That  part  of  the  report  runs  thus : — "  Newtoit  and  Paston.  The  judgment  shall  be 
agrinst  both  (the  defendant  and  the  garnishee),  for,  if  the  chattels  be  burnt,  the  plaintiff  shall 
reeowr  all  in  damages.  And,  further,  Paston  said,  that  a  distress  issues  out  of  this  ooprt 
against  the  defendant,  to  compel  him  to  deliver  the  chattels  to  the  plaintiff  if  he  recovers.  It 
seems  doabtful  whether  the  dictum  of  Paston  had  reference  to  the  case  last  put,  of  burnt 
chattels,  or  to  the  principal  case,  or  to  a  case  cited  by  Ascue,  J.,  as  decided  in  33  Edw.  3,  in 
both  of  which  cases  the  chattel  existed  undestroyed,  and  forthcoming,  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant. 

In  Fitsh.  Abr.  tit.  Office  del  Court,  pi.  22,  we  find  the  following  original  case  of  H.  20,  G.  3: 
— '*  Detinue  of  writings  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  at  nisi  prius,  to  his  damage  of  ten  marks, 
if  the  writings  were  not  burnt  or  eloigned,  and,  if  they  were,  then  to  his  damage  of  twenty 
marks."  5*^.  (Skipwith^  Serjt.,  afterwards  K.  S.,  Just,  of  C.  P.,  and  Chief  Baron.)  "  We 
pray  our  damage  of  twenty  marks."  Wilby.  (Willouohbt,  Just,  of  C.  P.,  having  been 
previously  Chief  Just,  of  K.  B.)  "  That  shall  you  not  have ;  for,  perhaps  you  may  get  the 
writings ;  but,  if  you  will,  you  may  have  damages  at  ten  marks,  and  distress  against  the 
defendants  to  deliver  the  writings."  Skip.  "That  we  dare  not;  for,  we  are  apprehensive 
(nous  quidomus)  that  they  are  burnt.  And  therefore  we  pray  a  new  inquest."  Wilbt.  "  You 
do  wisely;  sue,  and  you  shall  have  it."  And  so  note  that  the  justices  ought  (at  nisi  priu<ii 
to  have  inquired  whether  or  not  the  writings  were  eloigned." 

And  see  Sutton  v.  Foster,  T.  1 E.  5,  fo.  5,  pi.  11,  upon  a  motion,  or,  rather,  upon  a  plea,  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  had  found  one  entire  sum,  as  the  value  ot 
all  the  chattels,  whereas,  part  might  be  eloigned  or  destroyed.  The  case  was  afterwards  (M.  1 
R.  3,  fo.  1,  pi.  2)  a4joumed  into  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  there  argued  before  Hussey, 
Chief  Justice  of  England,  the  Chief  Baron,  and  all  the  justices  and  Serjeants  of  England.  The 
plaintiff  had  judgment  by  the  opinion  of  the  majority,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  entitled  to 
refuse  to  accept  some  of  the  chattels  unless  the  whole  were  delivered-^gam*«  the  opinion  of 
several  apprentices. 

In  M.  20  H.  6,  fo.  16,  pi.  2,  Brovm,  Serjt.,  said :  "If  you  bail  to  me  a  thing  which  is  wasia- 
blc,  as,  a  tun  of  wine,  and  I  perchance  drink  it  w^ith  other  gbod  fellows  (et  peravetUure  jto 
face  ceo  hoire  ove  auters  bons  compaignons)^  without  taking  money  for  it,  you  cannot  have  de 
tinue,  inasmuch  as  the  wine  is  no  longer  in  rerum  naturd;  but  you  may  have  account  before 
auditors,  and  the  value  shall  be  found."  This,  however,  Newton,  C.  J.,  denied,  saying,  that, 
in  such  a  ease  detinue  was  the  proper  remedy. 

{h)  M.  3  H.  6,  fo.  19,  pi.  31,  by  Cottesmore,  Serjt.,  arguendo.  And,  though  nothing  fell 
from  the  court  with  reference  to  this  part  of  the  argument,  the  decisioa  was  in  the  serjeant  s 
favour. 
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authority  of  that  case,  hold  that  the  jury  may  find  the  facts  specially 
▼hereby  a  redelivery  of  the  goods  to  the  plaintiff  has  become  impossible, 
and  so  confine  themselves  to  an  assessment  of  damages.  If  the  jury  can 
do  so,  nrhere  the  de%truetion  of  the  chattel  takes  place,  and  so  it  cannot 
be  recovered  in  specie,  they  may  do  so  also  where  its  previous  redelivery 
renders  the  recovery  of  the  chattel  useless. 

Our  judgment  rests  on  the  fact  of  redelivery;  and  we  do  not  take  into 
consideration  my  brother  Grssswbll'b  order. 

Judgment  affirmed.(a) 

(a)  "  One  brought  a  writ  of  detinue  of  writings,  and  demanded  forty  charters.  The  defend- 
ant prodaced  {mUt  atanl)  eleven  of  the  charters,  and,  as  to  the  remainder,  pleaded  non  detinet : 
ind  the  plaintiff  the  reverse.  And  the  eleven  which  were  produced  were  delivered  to  the 
pbintiff^rthwith,  and,  for  the  detainer  of  them,  the  defendant  was  amereeit*  &c.  U.  38  £. 
3,  fo.  3  b.  From  this  report,  it  would  appear  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  considered  to  be  enti- 
tled to  damagea  in  req>ect  of  the  detention  of  the  eleven  charters,  as  no  inquiry  of  damages 
wu  awarded. 

So,  where,  in  detinue,  the  defendant  said  nothing  as  to  one  out  of  several  deeds  demanded, 
tbe plaintiff' prayed  his  damages;  which  Prisot,  C.  J.,  and  the  whole  court,  refused,  hecauit 
ht  had  not  hetn  ddayed.  <*  Therefore  you  shall  have  judgment  to  recover  without  damages." 
Anno  36  H.  6,  fi>.  26  b.    And  see  M.  27  H.  6,  fo.  2,  pi.  11 ;  lb.  fo.  4,  pi.  27. 
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Goods  were  received  on  board  a  ship  at  Pernambuco,  on  freight  for  Liverpool.  Whilst  pro 
ceedxng  out  of  the  harbour  of  Pernambuco,  ahe,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  atruck  on  a  rock  and 
a  bank,  and  received  so  much  damage  as  to  render  it  necessary  for  her  to  put  back  for  repair. 
The  cargo  was  accordingly  landed,  and  the  ship  hove  down  and  surveyed ;  and  ultimately 
the  master,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  merchanta  to  whom  he  had  been  directed  by  the 
owner  to  apply  for  a  cargo,  caused  her  to  be  repaired.  The  cost  of  the  repairs  exceeded 
7D00I. ;  which  was  more  than  the  value  of  the  ahip  when  repaired.  Being  so  repaired,  the  ship 
took  on  board  the  same  cargo,  and  duly  arrived  therewith  at  Liverpool.  The  master,  unabto 
otherwise  to  raise  money  to  pay  for  the  repaira,  pledged  the  ship,  freight,  and  cargo  for  the  sum 
expended,  with  bottomry  premium  of  20  |>er  cent.  As  soon  as  the  owner  received  informa- 
tion that  the  repavs  were  likely  to  exceed  the  value  of  the  ahip  when  repaired,  he  gave  notice 
of  abandonment  to  the  several  underwriters  on  ihip  and  freight.  Upon  the  arrival  of 
the  ahip  at  Liverpool,  she  was  seized  and  sold  under  proceaa  of  the  court  of  Admiralty,  at 
Ae  instance  of  the  obligeea  of  the  bottomry-bond,  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  (1675Z.), 
mod  the  freight  (22002.),  were  paid  over. 

These  facte  appearing  upon  a  special  verdict,— ^pon  which  it  was  found  "  that,  in  respect  of 
the  premiaea,  the  owner,  and  the  several  other  partiea,  acted  bond  Jide,  and  that  the  owner 
acted  without  laches,  and  as  a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if  uninsured,  would  have 
acted: — 

BtU,  that,  under  the  cireumstancea,  the  adventure  was  not  in  point  of  fact  abandoned,  and 
that,  as  it  waa  not  found,  and  could  not  be  inferred,  that  a  prudent  owner,  if  uninaured, 
would  not  have  repaired,  the  underwriters  on  freight  were  not  liable  as  for  a  total  loss. 

Beldf  also,  that  the  court  was  not  at  liberty  to  refer  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  another 
issue, — that  the  ehip  was  wholly  lost, — and  to  take  that  fact  as  found,  in  deciding  whether 
the  freight  was  wholly  lost,  and  lost  by  a  peril  insured  against. 

CoYBKAHT.  Benson,  the  plaintiff  (below),  declared  on  a  policy  of 
insnrance,  dated  the  12th  of  July,  1839,  made  by  the  defendant  (below), 
M  ehairman  of  The  Neptane-Marine-InBurance  Company,  of  London,  in 
relation  to  the  ship  Lord  Cochrane,  at  and  from  Pernambuco  to  Liver- 
pool, **  on  freight,  valued  at  2000/."     The  declaration  further  alleged, 
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that,  on  the  12th  of  July,  1889,  certain  goods  were  loaded  on  board  the 
Lord  Cochrane  at  Pernambuco,  and  that  the  ship  proceeded  therewith 
on  her  voyage ;  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  and  one  W.  J.  G.  Benson  were 
^nn-tn  interested  in  the  subject-matter  *of  assurance;  that  the  ship, 

-'  with  the  said  goods  on  board  thereof,  departed  and  set  sail  from 
Pernambuco  aforesaid,  and  that  during  the  continuance  of  the  risks  in 
the  policy  mentioned,  and  whilst  the  ship  was  proceeding  on  her  said 
voyage,  with  the  said  goods  so  on  board  of  her  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst 
she  was  leaving  the  harbour  of  Pernambuco  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
the  ship  struck  and  was  driven,  by  the  perils  and  dangers  of  the  seas, 
and  the  violence  of  the  winds  and  waves,  against  and  upon  a  certain 
bank  and  reef  off  the  said  harbour  there,  and  thereby  then  became  and 
was  bulged,  strained,  broken,  damaged,  spoiled,  and  destroyed,  and  was 
thereby  wholly  disabled  from  proceeding  on  her  said  voyage,  and  became 
and  was  wholly  lost,  whereby  the  said  freight  became  and  was  wholly 
lost  to  the  plaintiff  (below);  that  of  all  the  premises  the  defendant 
(below)  and  the  said  company  had  due  notice,  to  wit,  on  the  day  afore- 
said ;  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  then  requested  the  defendant  (below)  to 
pay  him  the  plaintiff  (below)  the  said  sum  so  insured  by  him  as  afore- 
said, and  which  he  the  defendant  (below),  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and 
according  to  the  custom  of  merchants,  then  ought  to  have  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  (below),  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  of  the  said  deed ;  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  policy  of  assurance,  and  also 
at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  cause  of  action  in  this  count  men- 
tioned, to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  amount  of  the  individual  share  of  him  the 
defendant  (below)  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  company  exceeded 
•qooT   2000Z.  ;(a)  yet  that  the  •defendant  (below)  did  not  then  pay,  nor 

-'  had  he  at  any  time  since  paid,  the  said  2000/.,  or  any  part  thereof, 
to  the  plaintiff  (below),  but  had  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  &c. 

The  defendant  (below)  pleaded, — ^first,  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  and 
W.  J.  C.  Benson  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  interested  in  the 
said  premises  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  modo  et  formd 
— ^secondly,  that  the  said  ship  was  not,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
risks  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  wholly  lost,  modo  et  formd — ^thirdly, 
that  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  did  not  become  wholly 
lost,  modo  et  formd — ^fourthly,  that  the  said  loss  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, did  not,  nor  did  any  part  thereof,  take  place,  nor  was  the  same 
occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were 
contented  to  Dear,  and  did  take  upon  them,  in  that  voyage,  modo  et  formd 

(a)  The  policy  contained  a  proTiao,  that  '*  it  was  thereby  ezpreaaly  declared  and  agreed  be 
tween  and  by  the  said  company  and  the  aasured  that  that  policy,  or  anything  therein  conttin- 
ed,  should  in  no  case  extend,  or  be  deemed  or  conetraed  to  extend,  to  charge  or  render  liable 
the  respective  proprietors  of  the  said  company,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  of  their  heiia,  **•»  ^ 
any  claim  or  demand  whataoerer  in  respect  of  that  policy,  or  of  the  assurance  thereby  in«de, 
beyond  the  amount  of  their,  his,  or  her  respective  individual  shares  or  share  in  thecapital 
stock  of  the  said  company,"  but  that  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  should  be  chsrged. 
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— fiftol J,  traverse  of  the  abandonment  alleged  in  the  declaration — ^sizthlj, 
a  set-off  of  40002.  for  money  had  and  received. 

The  plaintiff  (below)  joined  issue  on  the  first  five  pleas,  and  to  the 
last  replied  that  he  was  not  nor  is  indebted,  mode  et  farmd.  Issue 
th^eon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Ebseins,  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  London  after  Trinity 
term,  1842,  a  verdict  was,  by  consent,  found  for  the  plaintiff  below, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  of  Common  Fleas  upon  a  special  case, 
with  liberty  to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special  verdict — ^it  being 
agreed,  that,  upon  the  argument  of  the  special  case,  the  court  should 
draw  all  inferences  which  in  their  opinion  ought  to  be  drawn  by  the 
jury ;  and  that,  if  the  case  should  afterwards  be  turned  into  a  special 
verdict,  *those  inferences  should  be  stated  therein  as  facts  found  r^cgoo 
by  the  jury. 

The  special  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term,  1843:  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Tindal,  G.  J.,  on  the  6th  of 
December,  in  that  year, — the  court  holding  that,  under  the  circum- 
stanoea  disclosed,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  as  for  a  total  loss, 
against  the  underwriters  on  freight.(a) 

By  the  special  verdict, — which  was  ultimately  settled  by  Maule,  J., 
— ^it  was  found, 

Aa  to  the  first  issue, — ^that  the  plaintiff  and  W.  J.  C.  Chapman  were 
interested  in  the  premises  in  the  said  policy  of  insurance  mentioned,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  declaration  in  that  behalf 
alleged. 

Aa  to  the  second  issue, — ^that  the  said  ship  was,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  risks  in  the  policy  mentioned,  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and 
form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  declaration  alleged. 

As  to  the  fifth  issue, — ^that  the  freight  so  insured  against  by  the  plain- 
tiil^  was  abandoned,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his 
declaration  alleged. 

As  to  the  sixth  issue, — ^that  the  plaintiff  was  not  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant, in  manner  and  form  as  the  defendant  had  in  his  last  plea 
alleged. 

As  to  the  third  issue, — that,  after  the  commencement,  and  during  the 
continuance,  of  the  risk  insured  against  by  the  policy  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  the  ship  in  question,  being  at  Pemambuco,  in  the  Brazils, 
received  goods  on  board,  on  freight  for  Liverpool,  in  June,  1839 ;  the 
amount  of  the  freight  of  which  goods  was  2200/.,  in  which  goods  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  owner  of  the  ship  were  interested,  as  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned:  That  the  ship,  being  thus  laden,  sailed  firom 
*Pemambuco,  for  Liverpool,  on  the  voyage  insured  against,  on  p^ooj. 
the  29th  of  June,  1889 :  That,  while  proceeding  out  of  the  har-  ^ 
boor  of  Pemambuco,  she,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  struck  on  a  rock  and  a 

(•)  8m  Bmum  ▼.  Oopnaii,  6  M.  db  0. 792,  7Soott,N.R.625. 
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bank ;  the  damage  produced  by  which  rendered  it  necessary  for  her  to 
put  back  to  Femambuco  for  repair :  That  she  wm  so  put  back  to  Per- 
nambuco  for  repair ;  but,  there  being  no  dry-dock  there,  nor  any  other 
means  of  examining  the  ship,  to  ascertain  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
injury,  with  a  view  to  the  requisite  repairs,  except  by  heaving  down,  it 
became  necessary  to  take  out  the  cargo,  and  heave  the  ship  down,  in 
order  to  make  that  examination :  That  the  said  cargo  was  taken  out, 
and  the  ship  thereupon  hove  down  accordingly ;  whereupon,  several  sur- 
veys were  necessarily  made ;  and,  subsequently,  the  master  of  the  said 
ship,  in  concurrence  with  the  firm  of  M'Calmont  &;  Co.,  of  Pemambaco 
(to  whom,  on  going  out  from  England,  he  had  been  directed  to  apply  for 
cargo),  proceeded  to  cause  such  ship  to  be  repaired :  That  she  was  under 
repair  from  the  29th  of  June,  1889,  to  the  4th  of  January,  1840 :  That 
Pemambuco  is  a  place  very  inconvenient  and  expensive  for  the  repair 
of  ships :  That  the  repairs  so  done^  the  cost  of  which  amounted  to  7132/. 
8«.  8d,j — a  sum  exceeding  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight^ — were  ne- 
cessary ^  by  reason  of  the  damage  aforesaid,  in  order  to  make  the  shif 
navigable,  and  in  a  condition  to  proceed  on  her  voyage:  That,  to  dis- 
charge this  sum,  every  reasonable  effort  was  made,  at  Pernambuco,  to 
obtain  money  from  various  persons  on  loan,  by  bottomry,  and  otherwise: 
That  no  money  could  be  obtained,  on  any  terms,  until  M'Calmont  k  Co. 
consented  to  advance  7182Z.  8«.  8c2.  on  bottomry,  at  20  per  cent,  pre- 
mium ;  and,  accordingly,  the  master  of  the  ship,  on  the  6th  of  January, 
1840,  at  Pemambuco,  executed  a  certain  instrument  in  writing,  com- 
monly called  a  bottomry  bond,  to  M'Calmont  k  Co.,  pledging  to  them 
#qqc-i  *^®  ^^  ^^V>  ^freight,  and  cargo,  for  that  sum  and  bottomry  pre- 
-I  mium  at  20  per  cent. :  That,  on  the  80th  of  December,  1889,  the 
plaintiff  was  shown  a  letter  from  M'Calmont  k  Co.  to  their  agents  in 
London,  which  had  been  received,  and  was  as  follows : — 

^^  Pemambuco,  14  November,  1889. 

^'  The  Lord  Cochrane's  expenses  are  likely  to  exceed  5000/.,  with 
commissions,  discharging  and  reloading  cargo,  &c.  &c." 

That  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  on  the  same  day,  gave  the  following 
notice  to  the  defendant,  and  to  the  underwriters  on  the  ship,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  insured  with  the  several  insurance  offices  described  in  the 
notice : — 

'^  London,  80  December,  1889. 

'^  My  ship,  the  Lord  Cochrane,  being  insured  as  follows :  ship,  8000/. 
with  The  Indemnity-Marine-Insurance  Company,  700/.  with  The  Dundee- 
Marine-Insurance  Company,  800/.  with  The  Dundee-Sea-Insurance  Com- 
pany— ^freight,  2000/.  with  The  Neptune-Insurance  Company;  and  having 
sustained  damage  since  she  sailed  with  her  cargo  from  Pemambuco ;  and 
I  having  received  information  that  the  expenses  incurred  in  relation  to 
the  accident  will  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight,  and  that  the 
amount  will  be  secured  by  bottomry,  and  that  the  repairs  will  still  be 
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meooLplete ;  I  do  hereby  abandon  the  said  ship  and  freight  to  the  said 
respective  insurers,  according  to  their  respective  rights  under  the  cir- 
cumstances. I  have  further  to  acquaint  the  underwriters,  that  I  am. 
informed  that  a  bill  will  be  drawn  upon  me  for  the  amount,  which  will 
exceed  5000/.,  by  the  payment  of  which  the  bottomry  premium  may  be 
avoided ;  and  that  I  shall  not  accept  such  bill  on  my  own  account,  but 
shall  b^  ready  to  pay  same  for  their  account,  upon  their  putting  me  in 
funds  for  that  purpose. 

(Signed)     "  Thomab  Benson." 

•"W.  Ellis,  Esq.,  Indemnity-Mutual-Marine-Insurance  Com-  r#Qog 
pany.  Broad  Street,  underwriters  on  the  ship,  for  8000/.  '- 

^^  A.  Cricht<m,  Esq.,  Dundee-Sesrlnsurance  Company,  Dundee,  ditto 
for  800/. 

^^■The  Manager  of  The  Dundee-Marine-Insurance  Company,  Dundee, 
ditto  for  700/. 

^^  James  Mackie,  Esq.,  Neptune-Marine-Insurance  Company,  39,  Old 
Broad  Street,  underwriters  on  freight  for  2000/.,"  being  the  company, 
as  a  member  of  which  the  defendant  is  sued  on  the  policy  in  question : 

That  the  plaintiff  did  not  interfere  in  any  way  afterwards,  in  respect 
of  either  ship  or  freight ;  nor  had  he  ever  received  any  part  thereof,  or  any 
satiafactian  or  benefit  on  account  thereof:  That  the  ship,  having  received 
ike  cargo  again  on  board — ^in  respect  of  the  reloading  of  which  certain 
expenses  included  in  the  7132/.  89. 8d.  were  necessarily  incurred — sailed 
again  from  Pemambuco  on  the  6th  of  January,  1840,  and  arrived,  with 
the  whole  of  the  original  cargo  (which  was  of  the  value  of  19,139/.)  on 
board,  at  Liverpool,  on  the  19th  of  March,  1840 :  That,  upon  the  arri- 
ral  of  the  said  ship,  proceedings  to  enforce  payment  were  taken  by  the 
obligees  of  the  bottomry  bond,  in  the  court  of  Admiralty ;  under  the 
order  of  which  court  the  ship  was  sold  for  1676/.,  and  the  freight  col- 
lected from  the  consignees  of  the  goods ;  and  the  amount  of  both,  under 
an  order  of  that  court,  was  paid  to  the  obligees  of  the  bottomry  bond : 
That,  according  to  the  practice  and  course  of  business  between  assured 
«iid  vnderwriters  in  London,  in  a  case  of  average  loss,  the  amount  of 
'he  proportion  of  the  7132/.  Ss.  8c/.,  and  of  the  bottomry  premium, 
«'hich  ought  to  be  borne  on  account  of  the  freight,  was  569/.  11«.  3(2. : 
That,  in  respect  of  aU  the  aforesaid  premises^  the  plaintiff  and  the  seve- 
ral  ether  parties  acted  bond  fidcj  and  the  plaintiff  acted  without  laches, 
and  as  *a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freighty  if  uninsured,  r^cgoir 
would  act: 

Bat,  whether  or  not,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors 
aforesaid  in  form  aforesaid  found,  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  did  or  did  not  become  wholly  lost  in  manner  and  form  as  the 
plaintiff  hath  in  his  said  declaration  alleged,  the  jurors  aforesaid  are 
altogether  ignorant ;  and  thereupon  they  pray  the  advice  of  the  justices 
of  the  court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster :  And 
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if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that  the 
said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  became  wholly  lost,  in  manner 
and  form  as  in  the  declaration  is  alleged,  then  the  jurors,  &c.,  say  that  the 
said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned  became  wholly  lost,  in  manner 
and  form  as  in  the  declaration  is  alleged :  But  if,  upon  the  whole  matter 
aforesaid,  it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that  the  said  freight  did  not 
become  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  in  that 
behalf  alleged,  then  the  jurors,  &c.,  say  that  the  said  freight  did  not 
become  wholly  lost  as  aforesaid :  And,  if  the  justices  of  the  said  court 
shall  be  of  opinion,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  premises,  that,  by  reason 
thereof,  the  said  freight  became  partially  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  but  not 
wholly  lo^t,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  is  entitled 
to  recover  against  the  defendant  for  an  average  loss,  the  jurors,  &c.,  find 
that  the  said  freight  became  lost  to  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  and  form  as 
the  plaintiff  has  alleged  in  his  declaration  ;(a)  and  in  that  case  they 
assess  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  on  occasion  of  the  breach  of  cove- 
nant in  the  declaration  mentioned,  besides  his  costs  and  charges  by  him 
about  his  suit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  569/.  Us,  &2.,  and,  for  those 
costs  and  charges,  to  40«.     And  because,  &c. 
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'^As  to  the  fourth  issue  within  joined,  the  jurors,  &;c.,  find,  upon 


and  in  relation  thereto,  the  said  several  matters  particularly  men- 
tioned, and  hereinbefore  set  forth,  as  found  by  them  upon  and  in  relation 
to  the  third  issue  joined  between  the  said  parties :  But,  whether  or  not, 
upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  jurors  aforesaid  in  form  afore- 
said found,  the  said  loss  of  the  said  freight  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
was  occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were 
contented  to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plain- 
tiff hath  in  his  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  the  jurors  afore- 
said are  wholly  ignorant,  &c. :  And  if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid, 
it  shall  seem  to  the  said  court  that  such  loss  of  the  said  freight  was 
occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were 
contented  to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plain- 
tiff hath  in  his  said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged,  then  the  jurors, 
&c.,  say  that  the  said  loss  of  the  said  freight  was  occasioned  by  the 
adventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  contented  to  bear, 
and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plaintiff  had  above  in  his 
said  declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged :  But,  if,  upon  the  whole  matter 
aforesaid,  the  contrary  shall  appear  to  the  said  court,  then  the  jurors, 
&c.,  say  that  the  said  loss  was  not  occasioned  by  the  adventures  and  perils 
which  the  said  company  were  contented  to  bear,  and  did  take  upon  them 
in  that  voyage : 

And,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  court  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  of 
the  Bench,  that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 

(a)  The  modo  et  formd  seems  to  be  intended  to  refer  to  the  manner  in  which  the  loss 
occurred,  not  to  the  character  of  a  total  loss,  ascribed  to  it  in  the  declaration. 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  338 

ittid  several  Tssues,  for  a  total  loss,  then  the  jurors,  &;c,,  assess  the 
damages  of  the  said  Thomas  Benson,  on  occasion  of  the  breach  of  cove- 
nant in  the  declaration  mentioned,  besides  his  costs  and  charges  by  him 
sbont  his  snit  in  that  behalf  expended,  to  2S95Z.  4«.  2{2.,  and,  for  those 
costs  and  charges,  to  40%. 

*The  judgment  was  formally  entered  on  the  28th  of  February,  r^eoon 
1845, — as  to  the  third  issue,  "  that  the  said  freight  in  the  declara-  ^ 
tion  mentioned  became  wholly  lost,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  decla- 
ration is  alleged, — and,  as  to  the  fourth  issue,  ^^  that  the  said  loss  of  the 
said  freight  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  was  occasioned  by  the 
^ventures  and  perils  which  the  said  company  were  contented  to  bear, 
and  did  take  upon  them  in  that  voyage,  as  the  plaintiff  had  in  his  said 
declaration  in  that  behalf  alleged." 

A  writ  of  error  was  afterwards  brought,  upon  which  the  common 
errors  were  assigned. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  Vacation,  1845,  before  Pollock, 
0.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Rolfe, 
B.,  Williams,  J.,  and  Wightmak,  J. 

Sir  F.  Kelly  (with  whom  was  Ogle)y  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.(a)  The 
question,  as  presented  in  this  form,  and  between  the  ship-owner  and 
underwriter  alone,  is  quite  novel.  It  appears  from  the  special  verdict 
that  the  ship  was  never  in  fact  lost  or  destroyed.  Whether  the  circum- 
stances in  which  she  was  placed,  amount  to  a  ''^cQnstructioe  total  ^4.04/) 
Ines  of  the  ship,  may  be  a  question  for  the  court.  Having  sailed  ^ 
from  Pemambuco  for  her  port  of  destination  in  England,  she  sustained 
damage ;  but  she  still  retained  the  character  and  form  of  a  ship.  She 
put  back  to  Pemambuco,  unloaded  her  cargo,  and  underwent  repair, 
necessarily  to  a  large  amount.  Being  so  repaired,  her  cargo  was 
reloaded,  and  she  again  sailed  upon  the  voyage  insured,  brought  home 
the  same  cargo,  and  earned  the  same  freight.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  is  submitted  that  there  can  be  no  total  loss  or  abandonment  of 
freight ;  but  that  the  owner,  if  he  has  sustained  any  damage  by  way  of 
average,  may  recover  it  as  such,  upon  a  declaration  properly  framed. 
It  has  been  held  in  many  cases,  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  though 
the  ship  is  not  totally  lost,  but  still  exists  in  Bpecie,  the  owner  is  entitled 
to  consider  her  as  lost,  and  to  abandon  her ;  and  that,  if  the  abandon- 
ment be  accepted,  the  assured  may  recover  against  the  underwriters  as 

fa)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  were  as  follows : — 
"  The  plaintiflr  in  error  will  contend  that  the  defendant  in  error  is  not  entitled  to  recover, 
under  the  pleadings  rad  facts  stated,  either  for  a  total  or  for  a  partial  loss ;  and,  amongst  other 
pointa,  he  will  sabmit  that  the  facts  disclosed  do  not  show  a  loss  of  the  freight  by  the  perils 
insured  against,  bnt,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  loss  in  question,  if  any,  was  occasioned  by 
the  abandonment  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  error,  which,  according  to  M '  CarCAy  ▼.  AMt 
$  East,  388,  JSacrfA  ▼.  Swutk,  2  M.  d&  S.  278,  and  other  cases,  cannot  be  considered  a  loss 
within  the  terms  and  meaning  of  the  policy :  and  the  plaintiff  in  error  will  also  contend  that 
jie  fiuts  stated  are  not  sufficient  evidence  of  abandonment,  so  as  to  entitle  the  defendant  in 
error  to  aopport  the  verdict  in  his  &vour.*' 
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for  a  total  loss.  Assuming  that  the  ship  here  was  in  drcnmstances  to 
jastif  J  the  owner  in  abandoning  her,  and  that  the  abandonment  was 
made  in  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  form, — Shaving  abandoned  the 
ship,  the  owner  had  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  freight,  and  therefore 
had  nothing  to  abandon  to  the  underwriters  on  freight.  By  the  aban- 
donment, the  ship  was  vested  in  the  underwriters,  and  they,  as  owners 
of  the  ship,  became  entitled  to  the  freight. 

The  circumstances  being  as  above  assumed,  there  was  no  such  total 
loss  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover ;  the  freight  not  having  been 
lost  by  perils  of  the  sea,  but  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  owner  in  aban- 
doning the  ship,  which,  but  for  that  act,  would  have  earned  the  very  freight 
in  question.  There  is  a  distinction  between  an  actual  and  a  constructive 
total  loss.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  I  doubt  whether  any  distinction  could  have 
existed,  but  for  the  introduction  of  valued  policies.]  It  is  quite  clear, 
4^^111  *^^^^'  ^^  ^^®  owner  in  this  case  had  not  abandoned  the  ship,  the 

J  freight  would  have  been  earned  and  received  by  him.  Apart 
from  the  abandonment  of  the  ship,  what  is  the  state  of  facts?  The 
Dwner  repairs  the  ship,  and  she  afterwards  sails  for  England,  where  she 
arrives  with  her  original  cargo  on  board.  The  loss  of  freight  arises  from 
the  owner's  own  act.  The  captain,  who  is  his  agent,  raised  money  upon 
bottomry  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  ship;  and,  on  the  ship's 
arrival  in  England,  the  obligees  enforced  their  remedy  against  ship  and 
freight.  The  argument  on  the  other  side  must  amount  to  this,  that  there 
was  a  total  loss  of  freight,  because  the  owner,  instead  of  repairing  the 
ship  with  his  own  money,  borrowed  it  upon  bottomry.  Batlet,  J.,  once 
said  (a)  that  it  would  be  a  new  head  of  total  loss,  to  say  that  it  might 
consist  wholly  or  in  part  of  the  sale  of  the  ship.  The  act  of  the  captain 
tu  raising  money  as  he  did,  has  no  more  effect  upon  the  transaction,  than 
if  the  ship  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  owner  in  England,  and  seized  on 
ner  arrival  by  the  mortgagee.  In  Sharp  v.  Q-ladstonej  7  East,  24,  3  J. 
P.  Smith,  39,  while  a  ship  was  forcibly  detained  in  a  foreign  port,  the 
owner  abandoned,  first  theirAtjo,  and  then  the/re^Af,  to  the  different  sets 
of  underwriters  thereon :  and  Lord  Ellenborouqh  said  that  ^^  he  felt  great 
difficulty  in  saying,  that,  after  an  abandonment  of  the  ship  by  the  owner 
to  the  underwriters  on  ship,  he  could  abandon  the  freight,  which  seemed 
to  follow  the  property  of  the  ship,  being  the  earnings  made  by  the  subse- 
quent use  of  that  which  was  then  become  the  property  of  others,  to  another 
set  of  underwriters :  and,  if  he  could  not,  then  it  might  be  considered, 
that,  having  nothing  of  his  own  to  abandon  to  the  underwriters  on 
freight,  it  was  the  same  as  if  there  had  been  no  abandonment ;  in  which 
•^4.91  ^^®®'  *^®  plaintiff  *could  not  recover  the  freight  from  the  owner: 

-*  that,  if  this  had  been  a  chartered  ship,  he  should  have  known 
oetter  how  to  deal  with  the  difficulty ;  but,  in  the  case  of  a  seeking  ship, 
as  this  was,  he  did  not  well  know  how  to  separate  the  character  of  owner 

(a)  Id  Gardner  ▼.  Salvador ^  1  M.  &  Rob.  116,  cited  post,  p.  355. 
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of  the  skip  from  that  of  owner  of  the  freight^  where  the  freight  was  to  be 
earned  on  each  parcel  of  the  goods  shipped  and  brought  home."  And 
Lawrbncb,  J.,  inclined  to  the  same  opinion.  The  only  substantial  effect 
of  an  abandonment,  is,  to  vest  the  thing  abandoned  in  the  party  to  whom 
the  abandonment  is  made.  Does  the  underwriter  on  freight  obtain  the 
freight  by  the  abandonment  of  it  to  him,  where  the  ship  has  been  abandoned 
to  another  set  of  underwriters  ?  Clearly  not.  In  Thompson  v.  Itoweroft, 
4  East,  34,  a  ship-owner  haying  first  insured  his  ship  with  A.,  Ac.,  and  his 
freight  with  B.,  &;c.,  for  a  certain  voyage,  and  having  notice  of  an  embargo 
laid  on  the  ship  in  a  foreign  port,  abandoned  the  ship  and  freight  to  the 
respective  underwriters,  and  received  from  them  the  whole  amount  of  their 
sutocriptioBS,  as  for  a  total  loss  of  both ;  first  undertaking,  by  a  memoran- 
dum on  the  skip  policy,  to  assign  to  the  xmderwriters  thereon,  his  interest 
in  the  ship,  and  to  account  to  them  for  it,  and  afterwards  undertaking,  by 
a  similar  memorandum  on  the^e^A^  policy,  to  assign  to  thoso  underwriters 
all  right  of  recovery,  compensation,  &c.  The  ship  being  afterwards 
liberated,  and  earning  freight,  which  was  received  by  the  assured, — ^it 
was  held,  that,  however  the  question  of  priority  as  to  the  title  to  the 
freight,  might  have  been  as  between  the  different  sets  of  underwriters 
litigating  out  of  the  same  fund,  and  however  the  weight  of  argument  might 
preponderate  more  in  favour  of  the  underwriters  on  the  ship,  yet  that  the 
assured,  who  had  received  the  freight  from  the  shippers  of  goods,  was  at 
*all  events  liable  on  his  express  undertaking  to  pay  it  over  to  the  r4cQ4Q 
underwriters  on  freight ;  and  that,  without  deducting  the  expenses  ^ 
of  provisions,  wages,  &c.,  which  were  charges  on  the  owner,  before  the 
abandonment,  and  on  the  underwriters  on  ship,  afterwards.  Lord 
Ellskbobouoh  there  said :  "  If  the  rights  of  the  respective  sets  of 
underwriters  on  the  ship  and  on  the  freight  clashed  in  this  case,  and  it 
had  been  a  question  of  priority  between  the  two,  who  were  litigating  for 
payment  out  of  the  same  fund,  I  should  have  gone  with  the  defendant's 
counsel  in  a  great  part  of  their  argument :  but  here,  the  litigation  is  by 
one  of  the  sets  of  underwriters,  with  the  assured,  who  has  made  a  specific 
contract  with  each  of  them,  by  which  he  must  be  bound.  And  there- 
fore, in  my  present  view  of  ike  subject,  the  right  of  property  in  the 
subject-matter  may  be  in  the  underwriters  on  the  ship,  and  yet  the  defend- 
ant may  be  liable  to  the  underwriter  on  the  freight  in  this  action.  The 
plaintiff  contracted  with  the  defendant  to  insure  his  freight :  an  event 
has  happened  which  entitled  him  to  abandon  it  to  the  plaintiff:  the 
plaintiff  accepted  the  abandonment,  and  has  paid  the  defendant  as  for  a 
total  loss  of  the  freight.  The  defendant  has  since  received  the  freight ; 
and  yet  he  refuses  to  pay  it  over  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  his 
undertaking.  To  be  sure  he  is  liable."  It  was  then  suggested  by  the 
iefendant's  counsel,  that  at  least  he  was  entitled  to  deduct  the  expenses 
of  the  voyage,  such  as,  wages,  provisions,  &c.,  which  were  in  the  nature 
vf  salvage  on  the  freight.    But  Lord  Ellbkbobouqh  said :  "  The  defend- 
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ant  has  received  the  entire  freight,  and  therefore  he  must  pay  it  over. 
The  undenoriters  on  the  ship,  from  the  time  of  the  abandonment  to  them^ 
etand  in  the  same  eittiation  a»  the  oumer :  and,  as  the  owner  was  liable 
to  all  these  expenses  before,  so,  after  the  abandonment,  they  must  be 
*8441  ^^"^®  ^7  *^®  underwriters  on  the  ship.  Expenses  of  *this  sort 
^  are  not,  properly  speaking,  salvage  on  the  freight ;  but  they  are 
charges  paid  by  the  owner  of  the  ship  for  the  benefit  of  those  to  whom 
he  abandoned  it.  And  therefore  he  will  be  entitled  to  retain  a  propor- 
tionable part  on  his  settlement  with  them."  That  case  shows  how  com- 
pletely the  owner  parts  with  the  freight,  when  he  abandons  the  ship. 
It  is  scarcely  possible,  however,  to  conceive  a  case  more  completely 
parallel  with  the  present,  in  all  material  particulars,  than  that  of  McCar- 
thy V.  Abely  5  East,  388,  1  J.  P.  Smith,  524.  There,  upon  a  hostile 
embargo  in  a  foreign  port,  the  owner,  who  had  separately  insured  ship 
and  freight,  abandoned  them  to  the  respective  underwriters,  which  was 
accepted  by  them ;  after  which  the  embargo  was  taken  off,  and  the  ship 
completed  her  voyage,  and  earned  freight :  and  it  was  held  that  the 
assured  could  not  recover  as  for  a  total  loss  of  freight,  the  freight  having 
been  in  fact  earned ;  or,  supposing  it  to  have  been  in  any  other  sense  lost 
to  the  assured  by  the  abandonment  of  the  ship  to  the  underwriters  thereon, 
it  was  so  lost,  not  by  any  peril  insured  against,  but  by  the  voluntary  act 
of  the  assured  in  making  such  abandonment.  There,  an  event  occurred, 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  amounted  to  a  total  loss.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  If  there 
be  any  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present,  it  is  a  distinction  in 
your  favour.  Total  loss  means,  total  destruction  or  deprivation  to  the  plain- 
tiff.] In  that  case,  the  abandonment  of  ship  and  freight  were  made  and 
accepted  at  the  same  time :  here,  the  abandonment  of  the  ship  was  first  in 
point  of  time.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  In  M'  Carthy  v.  Ahel^  the  total  loss  ceased 
on  the  removal  of  the  embargo :  here,  if  the  loss  ever  was  total,  it  con- 
tinued to  be  so.]  The  loss  here  ceased  to  be  a  total  loss  when  the  ship  was 
put  into  a  condition  to  earn  the  freight,  just  as  much  as  it  did  in  that  case. 
•8451  P^^^^^^j  *C-  B-  The  case  of  McCarthy  v.  Abel  seems  to  show 
that  the  situation  of  the  underwriter  is  not  to  be  altered  by  an 
abandonment,  any  more  than  by  a  sale.]  Assuming  that  to  be  so,  it  dis- 
poses of  this  case.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  The  underwriters  on  ship  insure 
that  the  ship  shall  perform  the  voyage ;  but  the  underwriters  on  freight 
do  not  undertake  that  the  freight  shall  be  worth  earning— only  that  it 
shall  be  earned.  It  may  turn  out,  that,  from  mortality  amongst  the 
mariners,  or  other  accidents,  great  expenses  are  incurred  in  earning 
freight.  There  may  be  a  total  loss,  but  not  an  average  loss,  of  freight] 
Here,  the  ship  has  actually  earned  the  identical  freight.  Lord  Ellek- 
BOBOUGH,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  McCarthy  v.  Abel^ 
■ays:  ^^If  the  question  which  arises  upon  this  case  be  stripped  of  all 
extraneous  circumstances  and  considerations,  it  appears  to  us  to  resolve 
itself  into  this  single  point,  viz.  whether  the  freight  have  been  in  this 
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ease  loBt  or  not.  If  the  fact  be  merelj  looked  at,  freight,  in  the  events 
which  have  happened,  has  not  been  lost,  but  has  been  fully  and  entirely 
earned  and  received  by  or  on  the  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  assured  : 
and,  if  so,  no  loss  can  be  properly  demandable  against  the  undei'writers 
on  freight,  who  merely  insure  against  the  loss  of  that  particular  subject, 
by  the  assured.  But,  if  it  have,  or  can  be  considered  as  having,  been 
in  any  other  manner  or  sense  lost  to  the  owners  of  the  ship,  it  has  become 
so  loet  to  them,  not  by  means  of  the  perils  insured  against,  but  by  means 
of  an  abandonment  of  the  ship,  which  abandonment  was  the  act  of  the 
{utured  themtelveSj  with  which,  therefore,  and  the  consequences  thereof, 
the  underwriters  on  freight  have  no  concern.  It  appears  to  us,  there* 
fore,  that,  qtidcunqfie  vid  datdy  that  is,  whether  there  has  been  no  loss 
at  aU  of  freight,  or,  being  such,  it  has  been  a  loss  only  occasioned  by  the 
act  of  the  plaintiffs  themselves,  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  recover." 
So,  here,  *if  the  ship  had  not  been  abandoned  to  the  underwriters,  r*Q4g 
the  freight  would  have  been  earned  and  received  by  the  owner.  '- 
It  is  now  loet  to  him  by  his  own  voluntary  act.  McCarthy  v.  Abel  is  a 
distinct  authority  to  show  that  an  abandonment  to  the  underwriters  on 
freight,  is  perfectly  nugatory  after  an  abandonment  to  the  underwriters 
on  ship :  and  it  also  establishes  that  the  owner  cannot  recover  as  for  a 
total  loss  of  freight,  where  the  vessel  in  fact  completes  her  voyage  and 
earns  the  freight.  What  is  the  contract  into  which  the  underwriter  on 
freight  enters  ?  Does  he  undertake  to  indemnify  the  owner  against  loss 
of  freight  arising  from  his  own  voluntary  transfer  of  the  ship  to  a  third 
person  ?  Certainly  not.  All  that  he  undertakes,  is,  that  the  freight 
shall  be  earned.  If,  by  reason  of  a  peril  insured  against,  freight  fails 
to  be  earned,  the  underwriter  is  liable.  Everth  v.  Smith,  2  M.  &  S.  278, 
was  an  action  to  recover  a  total  loss  on  freight,  on  a  valued  policy,  at 
and  from  Riga  and  any  ports  in  the  Baltic,  to  any  ports  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  The  ship  was  chartered  to  sail  with  a  cargo  from  London  to 
some  port  in  the  Baltic  not  beyond  Riga,  and  from  thence  to  Riga,  there 
to  take  in  a  homeward  cargo,  &;c.  She  sailed  from  London,  and  arrived 
at  Riga,  where  she  was  detained  for  five  weeks,  and  prevented  from 
loading  by  order  of  the  government,  and  the  freighter  never  loaded  her, 
and  a  few  days  after  the  detention  ceased  the  frost  set  in,  which  detained 
her  there  till  the  spring,  when  she  procured  a  freight  from  other  persons, 
and  returned  with  it  to  London;  but  the  expenses  of  her  detention 
exceeded  such  freight.  It  was  held,  that  the  policy  had  attached  at  the 
Ume  of  the  detention,  but  that,  freight  having  been  afterwards  earned, 
the  underwriter  was  not  liable.     Lord  ELLENBOROtroH,  in  delivering 


the  judgment  of  the  court,  after  referring  to  McCarthy  v.  *Abel, 
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md  Anderson  v.  Wallis,  2  M.  &  S.  240,  said :  "  On  the  authority 
of  the  above  cases,  as  well  as  upon  general  principles  of  law,  it 
appears  to  us  that  the  mere  retardation  of  the  adventure,  and  the 
consequent  inconvenience  and  expense  arising  from  it,  are  not  a  sub- 
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stantiv^  cause  of  loss,  where  the  particular  thing  insured  has  not 
receiy(^i  dam^ige;  and,  whether  the  freight  earned  be  the  particular 
freight  contracted  for  by  the  assured,  or  a  posterior  freight,  makes 
no  difference :  if  freight  has  been  fully  earned,  there  can  be  no  loss 
properly  demandable  of  the  underwriters."  Case  v.  Damdson^  5  M.  &; 
S.  79,  shows  that  the  abandonment  of  freight  here  was  a  mere  nullity. 
It  was  there  held,  that  an  abandonment  to  the  underwriter  on  ship,  trans- 
fers the  freight  subsequently  earned,  as  incident  to  the  ship.  The  ship 
and  freight  were  there  insured  by  separate  sets  of  underwriters,  and  the 
ship,  being  a  general  ship,  was  captured,  and  ship  and  freight  were  aban- 
doned to  the  respective  underwriters,  who  paid  each  a  total  loss ;  and  the 
ship,  being  recaptured,  performed  her  voyage,  and  earned  freight,  which 
was  received  by  the  defendant  for  the  use  of  those  who  were  legally 
entitled  thereto :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  underwriter  on  ship  was  enti- 
tled to  recover.  That  decision  was  confirmed,  on  error,  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.(a)  [Coleridqe,  J.  Suppose  difierent  parties  are  interested 
in  the  ship  and  the  freight— can  the  owner  of  freight  be  affected  by  the 
act  of  the  owner  of  the  ship  ?]  There  may  be  cases  where  the  freight 
would  not  pass  by  a  conveyance  of  the  ship.  [Pollock,  G.  B.  All 
that  you  contend  for,  is,  that,  if  the  owner  of  the  ship  is  interested 
in  the  freight,  an  abandonment  of  the  ship  is  an  abandonment  of  all 
his  interest  in  both  ship  and  freight.]  Precisely  so.  To  hold  the 
•040-1  ^underwriter  on  freight  liable  as  for  a  total  loss,  under  circum- 
stances like  these,  would  be,  to  make  his  liability  depend,  not 
upon  the  risk  he  has  taken,  but  upon  the  voluntary  act  of  the  owner, 
over  whom  he  has  no  control.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  there  was  a 
total  loss  of  the  ship,  as  against  the  underwriters  on  freight,  there  was 
nothing  to  abandon. 

Assuming  abandonment  of  freight  to  be  necessary,  and  to  have  been 
effectually  made  in  this  case,  there  has  been  no  total  loss  of  the  freight 
in  question  by  a  peril  of  the  sea.  The  ship,  having  reached  Pernambuco 
in  a  damaged  state,  is  repaired  and  earns  freight.  True,  the  freight  so 
earned  is  not  earned  for  the  owner's  benefit,  but  for  that  of  the  under- 
writers on  ship.  The  owner's  agent  hypothecates  the  ship,  and  the 
freight  is  thereby  lost  to  him.  A  loss  by  hypothecation  clearly  is  not  a 
loss  by  a  peril  insured  against.  [Pollook,  G.  B.  The  argument  on  the 
other  side  will  be,  that,  when  the  ship  returned  to  Pernambuco  in  such 
a  state  as  to  be  incapable  of  repair,  except  at  an  expense  greatly  exceed- 
ing her  value  when  repaired,  she  was  as  much  lost  as  if  she  had  been  at 
the  bottom  of  the  sea ;  and  that  the  owner  was  no  more  responsible  for 
the  act  of  the  master  in  repairing  her,  than  if  the  master  had  done  it 
with  his  own  money.]  The  owner  was  bound  by  the  act  of  the  master. 
The  case  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  the  owner  had  himself,  being  on  the 
spot,  ordered  the  repairs,  and  brought  the  ship  home. 

(a)  See  Davidson  y.  due,  2  6.  &  B.  379.  5  J.  B.  Moore,  116. 
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If  the  plaintiff  below  means  to  contend  that  no  freight  was  in  fact 
earned,  becanse,  in  order  to  earn  it,  it  was  necessary  to  borrow  money 
on  bottomry  at  a  cost  exceeding  the  value  of  the  freight,  he  thereby 
recognises  the  act  of  the  master. 

The  state  of  drcnmstances  that  would  have  justified  an  abandonment, 
had  ceased  to  exist  at  the  time  the  abandonment  was  in  fact  made : 
Thompson  y.  The  Royal  *  Exchange  Assurance  Company,  16  East,  1-4(049 
214;  Thomely  v.  Hebson,  2  B.  &  Aid.  613;  Bouz  v.  Salvador y  '• 
1  N.  C.  526,  1  Scott,  491.  The  damage  to  the  ship  occurred  in  the 
month  of  June,  1889.  The  cargo  was  immediately  landed,  and  the  ship 
surreyed,  and  the  captain  proceeded  to  repair  her.  On  the  14th  of 
Norember, — ^five  months  after  the  repairs  were  commenced, — ^a  letter 
was  written  at  Pemambuco,  intimating  that  the  expense  of  the  repairs 
would  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship.  The  information  reached  the  owner 
on  the  80th  of  December,  and  then  he  gave  notice  of  abandonment.  At 
that  time,  however,  the  repairs  were  completed ;  for,  the  special  verdict 
finds  that  the  ship,  having  received  the  cargo  again  on  board,  sailed 
sgidn  from  Pemambuco  on  the  6th  of  January,  1840. 

Sir  T.  Wilde,  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Barstow),  for  the  defendant  in 
error.(a)  Whether  the  abandonment  was  made  in  time,  or  not,  was  not 
made  a  point  on  the  argument  in  the  court  below.  The  special  verdict 
finds  that  an  abandonment  was,  in  point  of  fact,  made,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  below  was  guilty  of  no  laches.  The  legal  effect  of  the  finding, 
therefore,  is,  that  the  abandonment  was  made  in  due  time. 

The  first  question  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  in  which  this 
sfaip  was  placed,  there  has  been  a  total  loss.  A  ship  is  totally  lost  when 
she  receives  so  much  damage  as  to  be  incapable  of  being  put  in  a 
^condition  to  prosecute  the  adventure,  except  at  a  cost  exceeding  r^org 
her  value.  When,  therefore,  this  ship  returned  to  Pemambuco  ^ 
on  the  29th  of  June,  so  damaged  that  she  could  not  be  repaired  so  as  to 
bring  home  her  cargo  to  Liverpool,  except  at  an  expense  of  7000Z.  and 
upwards,  there  was  a  total  loss,  which  hardly  required  abandonment  to 
the  underwriters  on  ship.  As  soon  as  the  owner  received  an  intimation 
of  what  had  taken  place,  he  abandoned  both  ship  and  freight  to  the 
respective  underwriters.  His  position  is  in  no  degree  altered  by  the  fact 
of  the  ship  having  been  repaired  by  the  master  without  his  authority. 
The  master,  no  doubt,  has  very  extensive  powers,  as  incident  to  his  posi- 
tion, while  in  a  foreign  port.  He  may  bind  the  owner  for  goods  supplied, 
or  repairs  necessarily  done,  to  the  ship.  He  may  even  hypothecate  the 
ship  for  money  advanced  to  supply  her  necessities,  if  they  cannot  other* 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  error,  were— that  there 
waa  a  total  loss  of  the  freight,  by  the  perils  insured  against ;  and  that  the  circumstances 
tooogfat  the  ease  within  the  principle  laid  down  in  HMmwoHK  y.  WU;  7  B.  &  C.  TM,  1  Mann 
Sl  R.  673»  and  other  cases ;  and  that,  under  the  circomstancea,  proof  of  an  abandonment  of 
the  freight  was  not  necessary,  but,  nevertheless,  that,  in  point  of  fact,  rjch  proof  appeared  by 
the  stnlement  in  the  special  verdict." 
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wise  be  supplied :  Cary  v.  WhiUy  1  Bro.  P.  G.  284  ;(a)  Abbott  on  Ship- 
ping(() ;  Story  on  Agency,  Gh.  YI.  §  116,  p.  91 ;  8  Kent's  Gomnum- 
taries,  Lect.  46,  p.  163 ;  case  of  The  Volantj  1  Rob.  Adm.  Gas.  N.  S. 
888 ;  case  of  The  Gratitudine,  8  Rob.  Adm.  Gas.  240 :  the  only  limit 
being  what  would  be  the  course  pursued  by  a  reasonably  prudent  owner, 
if  uninsured :  Qreen  v.  The  Boyat^Uxchange-Assurance  Oampanjfj  6 
Taunt.  68.  [Parke,  B.  The  special  yerdict  does  not  find  that  a 
prudent  owner,  if  uninsured,  would  not,  under  the  circumstances,  hare 
repaired  the  ship  at  Pernamhuco :  but  only,  that  the  plaintiff  acted 
without  laches,  and  as  a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if  uninsured, 
would  act, — that  is,  that  a  prudent  owner  in  this  country  would  not  haye 
adopted  the  acts  of  the  captain  at  Pemambuco.]  The  facts  stated  in  the 
special  verdict  show  a  total  destruction  of  the  adventure,  it  being  impossible 


*851] 


'''to  prosecute  the  voyage  except  at  a  cost  greatly  exceeding  the 


value  of  the  ship  and  freight.  The  facts  stated  in  the  special 
verdict,  clearly  and  distinctly  show  this  to  be  a  case  of  total  loss ;  and, 
upon  the  second  issue,  the  jury  have  expressly  found  that  the  ship  was 
wholly  lost.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  We  are  not  at  liberty  to  look  at  the  find- 
ing upon  the  second  issue,  to  aid  us  in  coming  to  a  decision  upon  the 
third  and  fourth.  We  must  enter  the  verdict  upon  the  third  and  fourth 
issues,  exclusively  with  reference  to  the  facts  specially  found  as  to  the 
third  issue.]  The  judgment  of  the  court  below  proceeded  entirely  upon 
the  ground  that  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  disclosed  a  total  loss :  and 
the  special  verdict  finds,  that,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  tho  ship  sustained 
such  an  extent  of  damage  as  to  require  an  expenditure  in  repairs,  greatly 
exceeding  the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight.  [Parke,  B.  '  Assume  that 
there  was  a  total  loss.  The  difficulty  is,  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
repairs  undertaken  at  Pernamhuco,  were  such  as  a  prudent  owner,  if  on 
the  spot,  would  not  have  undertaken.]  Is  there  any  doubt  that  the 
repairs  that  were  done  were  rendered  necessary  in  consequence  of  a 
peril  of  the  sea  ?  Is  it  requisite  to  investigate  the  period  when  that  was 
discovered  ?  The  ship  was  totally  lost  when  she  struck  upon  the  rock  on 
the  29th  of  June.  From  that  moment  she  became  unnavigable,  but  at 
an  expense  that  no  prudent  owner  would  incur.  Whether  the  extent  of 
damage  was  known  at  the  time,  or  not,  does  not  appear.  It  may,  how- 
ever, be  assumed  that  it  was.  [Alderson,  B.  All  the  cases  of  con- 
structive total  loss,  are  cases  where  the  owner  has  elected  so  to  treat  it 
at  the  time.]  The  special  verdict  finds  that  ^^  the  plaiutiff,  and  the  several 
other  parties,  acted  bondfidcy  and  the  plaintiff  acted  without  laches,  and 
as  a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if  uninsured,  would  act  ;'*  which 
^o  r9-i  means,  that  the  plaintiff  omitted  nothing  *that  he  was  bound  to 

do,  to  put  himself  in  a  position  to  claim  against  the  underwriters 
as  for  a  total  loss.  [Alderson,  B.  Suppose  the  owner,  notwithstand- 
ing the  expense  of  repairing  the  ship  will  exceed  her  value,  does  repair 

(a)  2d  edit.  1784.  (h)  8th  edit.,  by  Shee,  Seijt.,  p.  135. 
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her,  he  tberebj  electe  to  treat  the  loss  as  a  partial,  instead  of  a  total 
loss.  Then,  if  the  master  repairs,  is  he,  for  that  purpose,  the  agent  of 
the  owner  ?  Parkb,  B.  Has  there  been  a  total  loss  of  the  voyage  or 
tdventure  ?]  If  the  ship  had  been  sold,  and  the  purchaser  had  repaired 
her,  and. brought  her  home,  the  adventure  would  still  have  been  lost  to 
the  assured.  Here,  she  has  been  repaired  and  brought  home  without 
the  owner's  authority.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  If  the  ship  had  been  sold,  and 
afterwards  repaired  by  the  purchaser,  and  had  earned  freight,  it  would, 
in  effect,  have  been  a  different  adventure  and  a  different  ship.]  It  may 
at  once  be  conceded,  that,  if  the  owner  here  had  done  what  the  master 
appears  to  have  done,  he  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  claim  as  for  a 
loss  of  freight.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  Is  the  shipwright  to  be  involved  in 
an  inquiry  whether  or  not  the  repairs  are  such  as  a  prudent  owner,  regard 
being  had  to  the  voyage  and  the  value,  would  do  T]  Those  who  seek  to 
set  up  a  contract  entered  into  with  the  master,  musjb  show  it  warranted 
by  the  exigency  of  the  case:  Abbott  on  Shipping ;(a)  the  case  of  The 
AlezarhdeTj  1  Rob.  Adm.  Cas.  N.  S.  846.  It  clearly  cannot  be  within 
the  scope  of  the  master's  authority,  to  cause  the  ship  to  be  repaired, 
where  the  cost  of  repairing  her  is  greater  than  the  value  of  the  ship  and 
freight.  [Aldersost,  B.  He  has  authority  under  certain  circumstances 
to  sell.  Is  he  bound  to  sell  ?  or  may  he  not  repaur  ?]  The  master's 
authority  to  order  repairs  does  not  extend  to  an  expenditure  exceeding 


the  value  of  the  ship.    *[Ali)BR80N,  B.,  referred  to  JBunter  v. 
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Parkery  7  M.  &  W.  822.]  In  Hunter  v.  Parher^  the  owner 
ratified  the  sale,  by  receiving  the  proceeds.  In  the  case  of  the  ship 
Fanny  and  JSlmiraj  Edw.  Adm.  Rep.  117,  the  ship, — an  American, — 
having  been  taken  by  the  Danes,  and  recaptured  by  a  British  sloop,  was 
claimed  by  the  prize  court  of  Admiralty  on  behalf  of  her  original 
owners,  who  resided  at  New  York,  and  also  by  one  Ormsby,  who  had 
purchased  her  of  the  master  at  Sligo,  in  Ireland,  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances : — The  ship  having  been  damaged  upon  the  rocks  in  Sligo 
Bay,  the  master  caused  her  to  be  surveyed  by  persons  whom  he  described 
ms  competent,  but  who  did  not  appear  to  have  filled  any  public  station, 
mnd  who  reported  that  it  would  require  15007.  to  repair  the  vessel, — a 
8om  far  exceeding  her  value ;  and  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest  of 
the  concerned  to  have  her  sold.  She  was  accordingly  sold  by  public 
auction,  and  bought  by  Ormsby  for  860?.,  who,  by  the  master's  desire, 
paid  part  of  the  money  into  the  hands  of  the  agents  of  the  owner  at 
Sligo,  and  carried  the  remainder  to  account  between  himself  and  the 
master.  Soon  after  this  purchase,  Ormsby  offered  a  fourth  of  the  vessel 
to  the  master,  at  the  same  price,  provided  he  would  consent  to  navigate 
her  again  as  master :  this  he  agreed  to :  the  vessel  was  repaired  at  an 
expense  of  8007.,  sailed  to  Riga,  and  was  taken,  on  her  return  from 
thence,  to  London.    The  agents  of  the  original  owners  declared  that  tney 

(a)  7th  edit.,  by  Skee,  S«rjt.,  13&— 139. 
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had  done  ererythmg  in  their  power  to  prevent  the  Bale,  and  had  been 
ready  to  make  any  advances  that  might  be  found  necessary.  The  judge 
(Lord  Stowell)  ordered  the  ship  to  be  restored  to  the  original  owners,  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  rights  which  the  proper  court  of  justice  of  America 
might  think  Ormsby  had  acquired  by  the  purchase.  ^^  In  the  first  place/' 
*8541  *^^  observed,  "  it  must  be  shown  that  there  was  a  necessity ;  and 
-^  then  it  remains  to  be  considered  whether  it  was  such  as  by  law 
would  give  the  master  a  right  to  sell.  That  such  a  case  may  arise,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  deny :  suppose,  for  instance,  a  ship  in  a  foreign  country, 
where  there  is  no  correspondent  of  the  owners,  and  no  money  to  be  had 
on  hypothecation  to  put  her  into  repair.  Under  these  circumstances, 
what  is  to  be  done  ?  The  ship  may  rot  before  the  master  can  hear  from 
his  owners :  and,  therefore,  if  the  necessity  were  clearly  shown,  with  foil 
proof  that  everything  was  done  aptimdfidey  and  for  the  real  benefit  of 
the  owners,  the  court  might  be  disposed  to  sustain  a  purchase  so  made.'* 
And  again,  "  In  a  case  of  that  description,  I  say,  strongly  put,  where 
there  was  no  ground  for  suspicion,  although  I  do  not  know  that  such  a 
power  is  given  to  the  master  by  the  general  maritime  law,  yet,  feeling 
its  expediency,  this  court  would  strain  hard  to  support  the  title  of  the 
purchaser:  but  there  must  be  the  clearest  proof  of  the  necessity;  it 
must  be  shown,  not  only  that  the  vessel  was  in  want  of  repair,  but  like- 
wise that  it  was  impossible  to  procure  the  money  for  that  purpose."  In 
Soames  v.  Sugrue^  4  C.  &  P.  276,  Tindal,  C.  J.,  addressing  the  jury, 
said :  ^^  A  captain  has  no  power  to  sell,  except  from  necessity,  considered 
as  an  impulse,  acting  morally,  to  excuse  his  departure  from  the  original 
duty  cast  upon  him,  of  navigating  and  bringing  back  the  vessel.  If  he 
has  no  means  of  getting  the  repairs  done  in  the  place  where  the  injury 
occurs ;  or  if,  being  in  a  place  isf here  they  might  be  done,  he  has  no 
money  in  his  possession,  and  is  not  able  to  raise  any,  then  he  is  justified 
in  selling,  as  the  best  thing  that  can  be  done.  In  the  present  case,  it 
appears  that  the  vessel  was  in  a  place  where  the  repairs  could  be  done, 
*8551  ^^^  ^here  money  *could  be  obtained,  although  at  an  extravagant 
expense.  Still,  the  question  is,  whether  the  expenditure  was  bo 
great  that  no  prudent  man,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  and  vigorous  judg- 
ment, would  hesitate  as  to  the  propriety  of  selling.  If  you  think  &at 
the  owner  himself,  had  he  been  on  the  spot,  uninsured,  would,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  have  repaired  the  vessel,  or  that,  if  an 
agent  of  the  underwriters  had  been  there,  he,  exercising  such  discretion, 
would  have  repaired,  then  this  captain  ought  certainly  to  have  done  so. 
But,  if  they  would  not  have  done  so,  then  I  think  this  captain  was  not 
compellable  to  repair,  and  the  sale  in  such  case  will  have  taken  place 
under  a  justifiable  necessity."  So,  in  Q-ardner  v.  Salvador,  1  M.  &  Bob. 
116,  Baylbt,  B.,  in  his  summing  i^>,  said :  '^  The  question  in  this  case 
is,  whether  you  are  satisfied  that  there  has  been  a  total  loss  by  perils  of 
the  sea.    I  know  of  no  jsuch  head  of  insurance  law,  as  loss  by  sale.    If 


6  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  355 

ihe  sitoation  of  the  ahip  be  such,  that,  bj  no  means  irithin  the  master's 
reach,  it  can  be  treated  so  as  to  retain  the  character  of  a  ship,  then  it  is 
a  total  loss.  If  the  captain,  by  means  irithin  his  reach,  can  make  an 
exp^ment  to  save  it,  with  a  fair  hope  of  restoring  it  to  the  character  of 
a  ship,  he  cannot,  by  selling  it,  turn  it  into  a  total  loss.  If  she  be  in  a 
situation  snch,  that,  by  means  which  the  captain  could  reasonably  use, 
rile  could  not  be  brought  to  retain  the  character  of  a  ship,  it  is  a  total 
loss.  Bona  fides  in  the  captain  will  not  decide  the  question ;  for,  if  he 
sells,  erroneously,  what  is  entitled  to  the  character  of  a  ship,  though  he 
thinks  it  a  wreck,  it  will  not  do."  An  authority  to  sell  is  a  very  different 
thing  from  an  authority  to  bind  the  owner  by  laying  out  an  indefinite  and 
extravagant  sum  in  repairs.  Suppose  the  ship  had  been  sold,  and  the 
purchaser  had  repaired  her,  and  brought  *her  home  with  the  same  r^ocg 
freight, — ^would  that  afford  an  answer  to  the  owner's  claim  on  the  *- 
underwriters  on  freight  ?  [Pollock,  C.  B.  As  far  as  the  ship  was  con- 
cerned, no  doubt,  the  loss  was  total ;  but  the  adventure  was  completed, 
and  freight  was  earned.]  When  the  ship  ceased  to  be  navigable,  and 
the  master's  authority  to  repair  ceased,  he  ceased  altogether  to  be  the 
owner's  agent.  He  did  not  bring  the  ship  home  as  the  agent  of  the 
owner.  His  acts,  unconfirmed  and  repudiated  by  the  owner,  cannot  affect 
the  rights  of  the  latter  as  against  the  underwriters.  [Pollock,  C.  B. 
The  special  verdict  leaves  it  quite  uncertain  whether  a  prudent  owner,  if 
at  Pemambuco,  would  have  directed  the  repairs  or  not.  If  I  were  asked 
to  draw  an  inference  from  the  facts  found,  I  should  say  he  would  not. 
But,  when  the  special  verdict  expressly  finds  that  the  plaintiff  and  the 
several  other  parties, — ^that  is,  the  master  and  the  surveyors, — acted 
bond  fide  J  and  that  the  plaintiff  acted  without  laches,  and  as  a  prudent 
owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if  uninsured,  would  act ;  I  think  we  cannot 
eome  to  the  conclusion  that  that  which  was  done  was  not  done  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion.  We  cannot  dispose  of  the  question  by  a 
comparison  of  the  figures.]  The  facts  are  found  sufficiently  to  show, 
beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  condition  of  the  ship  was  such  that  no  prudent 
owner  would  have  repaired.  The  conclusion  is  inevitable.  The  freight 
earned  was  not  earned  in  the  prosecution  of  the  adventure  insured.  The 
ship  was  lost  to  the  owner,  by  reason  of  the  damage  done  to  her  requiring 
an  outlay  exceeding  her  value.  The  freight  was  equally  lost  to  him,  by 
reason  of  the  judgment  of  the  Admiralty  court,  awarding  it  to  the  obli- 
gees of  the  bottomry-bond.  In  Holdsworth  v.  Wi»e^  7  B.  &  C.  794, 
1  Mann,  k  B.  673,  the  ship  had  been  deserted  by  the  crew,  acting  bond 


fide  *for  the  preservation  of  their  lives,  and  had  been  taken  pos- 
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session  of  by  the  crew  of  another  vessel,  who  carried  her  into  port, 
repaired  her,  and  ultimately  brought  her  to  England,  but  subject  tc  a  ciaim 
for  repairs  and  salvage  equal  to,  or  exceeding  her  value :  and  the  owner, 
who  had  abandoned  before  he  knew  of  the  safety  of  the  ship,  was  held 
e&ttded  to  recover  as  for  a  total  loss.    The  master  in  that  case,  as  here, 
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had  borrowed  money  upon  bottomry,  and  the  ship  was,  on  her  arrival, 
taken  possession  of  by  the  parties  claiming  title  under  the  bottomry  bond. 
[Pollock,  C.  B.  I  think  you  may  assume  that  the  proposition  there 
laid  down  will  not  be  disputed.]  In  McCarthy  v.  Abely  Sharp  v.  Qlad- 
stone,  Everth  v.  Smith,  and  Com  y.  Davidson,  there  was  the  freight  for 
those  who  might  be  entitled  to  it.  Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

Sir  T,  Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  Hilary  term,  1846,  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  in 
the  court  below,  to  amend  the  special  verdict,  pursuant  to  the  suggestion 
thrown  out  by  Parke,  B. 

Channell,  Serjt.,  showed  cause.  The  amendment  here  sought  is  not 
a  mere  formal  amendment,  as  in  Richardson  v.  MeUish,  8  Bingh.  346, 
11  J.  B.  Moore,  104;  but  the  defendant  in  error  desires  to  have  the 
verdict  of  the  jury, — settled  by  a  learned  judge,  with  the  assent  of  both 
parties, — altered  in  a  particular  that  may  be  most  material.  [Maule,  J. 
I  do  not  see  how  the  court  can,  in  invitum,  alter  a  special  verdict  that 
has  been  agreed  on  between  the  parties.  Tindal,  C.  J.  If  the  amend- 
ment suggested  be  not  made,  the  probable  result  will  be,  that  there  must 
be  a  venire  de  novo  to  ascertain  the  fact.]  The  special  verdict,  as  it 
now  stands,  contains  the  inferences  drawn  by  the  court  from  the  facts 
"^that  were  agreed  upon  in  the  special  case.     [Maule,  J.    The 


*358] 


court  are  not  bound,  any  more  than  a  jury,  to  be  unanimous  in 


every  inference  that  ultimately  leads  their  minds  to  a  decision  on  the 
case.] 

Sir  T.  Wilde,  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  All  that  the  court  is 
asked  to  do,  is,  to  state  upon  the  face  of  the  special  verdict  that  which 
was  clearly  intended  to  be  stated,  and  without  inferring  which  the  court 
could  not  have  pronounced  the  decision  it  did  pronounce.  The  judg- 
ment of  this  court  evidently  proceeded  upon  the  footing  of  there  having 
been  a  constructive  total  loss  of  the  ship.  The  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff below  is  consistent  only  with  the  notion  that  the  court  did  infer  that 
a  prudent  owner,  if  uninsured, — whether  at  Pemambuco  or  elsewhere, — 
would  not  have  repaired  the  ship.  [Maulb,  J.  You  ask  this  court  to 
infer  that  the  owner,  if  at  Pernambuco,  would  not  have  repaired,  when 
the  master,  and  persons  skilled  in  these  matters,  with  the  best  means  of 
information,  and,  as  is  expressly  found,  acting  bond  fide,  thought  it  more 
advantageous  to  undertake  the  repairs  and  prosecute  the  adventure.  I 
should  rather  be  disposed  to  infer  that  the  owner  would  have  repaired, 
had  he  been  upon  the  spot.]  The  circumstances  set  out  in  the  special 
verdict,  show,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  adventure  was  at  an  end. 

Per  Curiam. — As  the  special  verdict  was  settled  by  Mr.  Justice 
Maule,  it  is  fit  that  the  propriety  of  amending  it,  should  also  be  left  to 
his  discretion.  Our.  adv.  wit. 

Maule,  J.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  said:  In  consequence  of  a  sug- 
gestion thrown  out  by  one  of  the  judges  upon  the  argument  of  this  case 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  I,  who  settled  the  special  verdict  upon  which 
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*tlie  question  arises,  am  asked  to  amend  it,  by  stating  therein,   p»qrq 
that,  under  the  circumstances,  a  prudent  owner,  uninsured,  if  at  ■- 
Pemambuco  at  the  time  the  injury  was  sustained  by  this  ship,  would  not 
have  repaired  her.     I  have  duly  considered  that  application,  and  the 
ccmclusion  I  have  come  to,  is,  that  it  is  not  fit  to  be  granted. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs.(a) 

Pabke,  B.,  now  deliyered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  a  special  ycrdict,  on  issues 
joined  on  two  pleas  in  an  action  on  a  policy  of  assurance. 

[After  stating  the  pleadings  and  the  substance  of  the  special  verdict, 
the  learned  baron  proceeded.] 

The  first  and  important  question  in  the  case,  is,  what  decision  we  shall 
pronounce  on  the  special  verdicts  on  the  third  and  foiui;h  issues.  Our 
dectsion  is  to  be  confined  to  the  facts  found  by  the  jury  on  those  issues ; 
for,  it  is  on  those  alone  that  the  jury  pray  the  advice  of  the  court,  and  ask 
it  to  decide, — first,  whether  the  freight  has  been  lost,— and,  secondly, 
whether  it  has  been  lost  by  the  perils  assured  against :  and  the  judg- 
ment of  this  court  must,  in  the  first  instance,  state  how  that  question  is 
determined.(&) 

This  is  mentioned,  because  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  in 
error,  contended  that  the  comi;  might  refer  to  the  verdict  of  the  jury  on 
another  issue,  finding  that  the  vessel  was  wholly  lost,  and  assume  that  fact 
to  be  found,  in  deciding  the  third  and  fourth  issues.  This  we  are  not 
permitted  to  do :  but  it  may  be  observed,  that,  if,  after  the  issues  have  been 
found,  which  are  referred  to  the  court  by  the  special  verdict,  the  verdict 
of  the  court,  so  to  speak,  is  incongruous  with  another  found  •by  the  p^^q/jA 
jury,  so  that,  on  the  whole  record,  the  court  could  not  tell  whether  ^ 
judgment  should  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  it  would  be  a 
ease  for  a  venire  de  novo.  In  the  present  case,  however,  no  such  incongruity 
would  arise ;  for,  if  the  third  and  fourth  issues  are  found  for  the  defend- 
ant (below),  our  judgment  must  be  in  his  favour;  and  the  second  issue, 
that  the  vessel  was  wholly  lost,  must  be  understood  to  mean  the  vessel, 
hrespective  of  the  freight,  and  not  that  the  vessel  was  lost  in  such  a  way 
afl  that  the  freight  was  lost.(c) 

The  question,  then,  is,  whether,  upon  the  facts  found  by  the  jury  on 
the  third  and  fourth  issues,  the  freight  was  lost,  and  lost  by  the  perils 
insured  against  The  court  of  Common  Pleas,  having  had  the  facts 
before  them  in  the  shape  of  a  special  case,  and  being,  by  the  express 
consent  of  the  parties,  at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences  as  they  might 
think  the  jury  ought  to  draw,  have  come  to  a  conclusion  different  from 
that  at  which  we  have  arrived.    That  court  appears  to  have  thought  it 

M  See  Emg»tnm  ▼.  Brightman,  post,  p.  419. 

{hi  See  TMd's  Pra.  Forms,  8th  edit.  344. 

(r)  The  Yeseei  may  have  been  wholly  lost  by  capture,  and  re-captured,  or  redeemed,  -^or 
wholly  lost  by  other  perils, — and  yet  freight  may  have  been  earned  after  re-capture,  redcmp- 
tiM,  Of  repair.    Mote,  per  Paxxb,  B. 
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clear  that  there  was  a  constmctive  total  loss  of  the  ship,  in  the  dream- 
stances  in  which  the  vessel  was  placed  at  Pemambuco  at  the  time  of  the 
accident ;  that  a  prudent  owner,  uninsured,  would  not  have  repaired,  and 
therefore  (that  the  plaintiff  below)  was  at  liberty  to  treat  the  loss  as 
total.  We  have  to  look  at  the  record  only,  and  are  confined  to  the  facts 
there  stated ;  and  it  appears  to  us,  that  none  are  stated  which  would  war- 
rant us  in  concluding  that  this  was  a  case  of  a  constructive  total  loss  of  the 
ship  in  that  sense.  The  special  verdict,  indeed,  finds  that  the  cost  of  the 
necessary  repairs,  token  dme^  amounted  to  7182/.  and  upwards — a  sum 
exceeding  the  value  of  the  ship  (even  with  the  freight  added),  and  so  it 
♦3611  *PP®*^  •that  ultimately  the  assured  would  be  entitled  to  recover, 
^  by  way  of  indemnity,  the  full  value  of  the  ship ;  and  in  that  sense 
the  loss  was  total :  and  it  may  be  reasonably  inferred,  that,  if  the  assured 
had  been  oh  the  spot,  and  had  known  all  at  the  commencement  of  the 
repairs  which  he  knew  in  the  end,  and  if  he  could  have  acted  at  the 
first  moment  with  all  the  experience  he  had  obtained  at  the  last,  he  never 
would  have  undertaken  them ;  yet  the  special  verdict  does  not  find,  that, 
when  the  repairs  were  undertaken,  the  owner,  if  on  the  spot,  and  unin- 
sured, and  acting  prudently,  would  not  have  repaired.  On  the  contrary, 
if  we  were  at  liberty  to  draw  inferences,  we  should  be  strongly  inclined 
to  infer — at  all  events,  that  supposition  is  quite  consistent  with  the  facts 
found — ^that  the  master,  who  was  on  the  spot,  acted  not  only  bond  fide^ 
but  with  reasonable  prudence,  in  commencing  the  repairs ;  for  it  is  found 
that  surveys  were  held  before  the  repairs  commenced,  that  he  took  the 
advice  of  the  merchants  who  were  to  supply  the  cargo ;  which  advice  was 
iontf  fiit  given ;  and,  if  the  surveys  had  stated  the  vessel  not  to  be 
worth  repairing,  this  could  never  have  been  the  case.  But  it  is  by  no 
means  improbable,  that,  as  the  repairs  went  on,  the  defects  proved  to  be 
greater  than  was  originally  supposed ;  and  it  may  well  be,  that  it  was 
then  worth  while  to  incur  a  still  greater  expenditure,  rather  than  sell  the 
ship  partially  repaired,  and  lose  the  benefit  of  the  sum  already  laid  out. 
Be  this  as  it  may,  the  special  verdict  does  not  find  that  those  circum- 
stances occurred  which  would  have  justified  the  abandonment  of  the 
adventure  at  Pemambuco,  if  the  owner  had  been  there :  and,  even  if 
such  did  exist,  and  the  owner,  or  his  agent  on  the  spot,  the  master,  might 
have  treated  the  loss  as  total,  and  declined  to  repair,  because  it  was  not 
worth  while  to  do  so,  inasmuch  as  the  expense  of  repair  would  exceed 
itggn-j  the  value  when  repaired ;  yet  it  is  plain  that  the  power  *was  not 
exercised.  The  adventure  was  not  abandoned,  and  there  was  no 
election  to  make  the  loss  total.  The  vessel  wa^  repaired ;  and  we  cannot 
presume  that  the  master,  in  repairing  her,  was,  as  suggested  at  the  bar, 
no  longer  the  agent  of  the  owner,  but  in  the  situation  of  a  mere  stranger 
or  wrong-doer,  taking  the  vessel  without  authority,  and  dealing  with  it 
as  his  own ;  especially,  as  no  motive  can  be  suggested  for  his  so  doing. 
It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  primary  duty  of  the  master  is,  to  use 
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all  efforts  to  bring  the  ftdventnre  to  a  sacoessfnl  terminstioti ;  and,  as  the 
repairs  were  certainly  done  with  that  view,  it  is  rather  to  be  presumed 
that  they  were  done  in  the  due  discharge  of  the  master's  duty :  at  any 
rate,  we  cannot  come  to  the  contrary  conclusion,  without  an  express 
finding  to  that  effect.  And,  even  supposing  the  master  acted  erroneou%ly^ 
as  the  voyage  wa9  in  fact  completed,  and  the  vessel  did  arrive  in  safety 
in  his  possession,  and  freight  was  earned  and  received,  on  the  voyage 
insured,  it  cannot  possibly  be  said  that  there  was  a  total  loss  of  freight  in 
fact.  How  can  it  be  said  there  was  such  a  loss,  on  the  ground  that  the 
master,  if  he  had  acted  with  judgment,  ought  to  have  made  one  ? 

We  think,  therefore,  that,  whether  there  were  or  were  not  circumstances 
in  which  the  owner  might  have  been  at  liberty  to  treat  the  loss  as  total, 
abandon  the  adventure,  and  so  cause  a  total  loss  of  the  freight ;  yet,  as  the 
adventure  was  not,  in  point  of  fact,  abandoned,  the  total  loss  of  freight 
has  not  arisen.  The  abandonment  of  the  adventure,  the  giving  up  the 
voyage,  is  a  very  different  thing  from  abandoning  the  interest  of  the 
assured  to  the  underwriters. 

But  then  it  is  argued,  that  freight,  though  earned,  was  not  received 
hg  the  plaintiff  (below),  and  therefore  that  he  has  totally  lost  it. 

He  was  prevented  from  receiving  it  by  the  existence  *of  the  ri^ogo 
bottomry-bond,  the  obligees  of  which  thereby  acquired  an  interest 
in  the  freight,  and  actually  received  the  whole  of  it. 

But  the  obligee  of  such  a  bond  appears  to  us  to  be  just  in  the  same 
situation  as  the  assignee  by  a  transfer  of  the  freight  from  the  plaintiff 
himself  would  have  been :  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  receipt  by  such 
an  assignee  would  be  the  same  as  by  the  plaintiff  (below)  himself.  If, 
instead  of  borrowing,  by  the  master's  agency,  on  bottomry,  the  plaintiff 
(below)  himself  had  borrowed  for  repairs,  and  mortgaged  the  freight,  the 
case  would  have  been  similar. 

K  the  bottomry-bond  was  executed  by  the  master  without  necessity, 
it  was  not  binding,  and  the  owner  might  have  resisted  its  payment. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  (below)  is  in  the  same  situation 
as  if  he  had  received  the  freight  himself. 

Upon  the  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  becomes  immaterial  to 
consider  the  effect  of  the  abandonment,  as  to  the  receipt  of  freight ;  for, 
the  underwriters  on  the  ship  or  freight  never  received  any  freight  by 
virtue  thereof;  and,  if  the  loss  of  the  freight  was  not  in  its  nature  total, 
the  abandonment  could  not  make  it  so. 

Upon  the  facts  found  in  the  special  verdict,  we  all  think  that  the  find- 
ing on  the  two  issues  should  be  for  the  defendant  (below),  and  that  he  is 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  whole  record. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  (below),  (a) 

(a)  Set  Duncan  ▼.  Benton,  1  Exeh.  537.  There,  an  owner  of  goods  brought  homo  by  this 
vcael,  the  Lord  Cochranep  from  Pernambuco,  upon  the  voyage  mentioned  in  the  principal 
case,  bad  been  called  upon  and  had  been  compelled  by  the  obligees  in  the  bottomry -bond,  to 
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eontribnte  towards  the  difiercnoe  between  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  and  the  sum  bonowed,  and 
also  to  pay  his  proportion  of  the  costs  of  the  suit  in  the  Admiralty  court.   The  < 


*^f)41  ^"  Trinity  term,  1845,  and  time  being  *ukpn  for  consideration,  the  judgment  of  the 
J  court  of  Exchequer  was  not  pronounced  until  Michaelmas  term,  1847.  And  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintiff  might  maintain  an  action  against  the  owner  of  the  ship,  on  an  implied 
promise  to  indemnify.  It  was  further  held,  that  a  plea  stating  that  the  bott«mry-bond  had 
been  executed  by  the  master  without  express  authority  from  the  owner,  and  that,  when  the 
tame  was  executed^  the  cost  of  repairs  would  exceed,  and  in  fact  exceeded,  the  value  of  the 
ship  and  freight,  and  that,  as  soon  as  the  defendant  received  notice  of  the  premises,  he  aban- 
doned the  ship  and  freight,  and  never'  did  ratify  the  act  of  the  master  in  executing  the  bot- 
tomry-bond,— was  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

The  case  of  Chapman  v.  Bmion,  in  «rn>rt  thotigh  not  then  reported,  waa  mentioiied  ui  ^ 
course  of  the  argument. 


END  OF  MICHAELMAS  VACATION. 


CASES 

ABGUEB  AND  BETEBMINED 

IN  THK 

COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 


Mktr\  <Cenn, 


IN  THK 

SLEYENTH  YEAB  OF  THE  REIQN  OF  VICTOBIA. 


The  judges  irho  sat  in  banco  in  this  term,  were— 

WlLDB,  C.  J.  CRBSSWBLLy  J. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  V.  Williams,  J. 


DIXON  V.  CLARK  and  Another,  (a) 

a  tender  of  part  of  an  tniin  demtnd  is  inoperatiye. 

A  declaration  in  debt  on  simple  contract  containing  two  connts,  in  each  of  which  261.  was 
demanded.  The  defendants  pleaded,  as  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioiied, 
as  to  51.,  parcel,  &c.,  a  tender. 

The  plaintiff  replied — that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  tender,  and  of  the  request  and  refbsal 
after  n^entioned,  and  until  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  a  larger  snm  than  S/., 
to  wit,  13f.  15t.,  part  of  the  money  in  *he  declaration  demanded,  was  due  from  the  defeml- 
ants  to  the  plaintiff,  a*  one  enftre  tttsi,  and  on  on*  entire  eoniraet  and  liafnliiy^  and  inclusive 
of,  and  not  separate  or  divisible  from,  the  said  sum  of  5/.,  and  the  same  being  a  contract  And 
liability  by  which  the  defendants  were  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  whole  of  the  said  largfer 
sum  in  one  entire  snm  upon  request ;  and  that,  after  the  last-mentioned  and  larger  sum  had 
become  so  due,  and  while  the  same  remained  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  requested  of  the  defendants 
payment  of  the  last-mentioned  and  larger  sum,  of  which  the  said  52.  in  the  plea  mentioned 
was  then  such  indivisible  parcel  as  aforesaid ;  yet  that  the  defendants  refused  to  pay  the  said 
larger  sum ;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  refused  the  said  51.  f^ 

Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  a  good  answer  to  the  plea ;  and  that,  if 
there  was  any  set-off,  or  other  just  cause  for  not  paying  the  larger  sum,  it  should  have  com^ 
by  way  of  rejoinder. 

Debt,  for  use  and  occupation,  and  for  money  found  due  upon  an 
acconnt  stated.     The  sum  demanded  in  each  count  was  267. 

*The  defendants  pleaded,  as  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  r*ogg 
declaration  mentioned,  as  to  5/.,  parcel,  &c.,  that  the  plaintiff  ought 
not  to  have  or  maintain  his  action  to  recover  any  damages  by  reason  of 
the  non-payment  of  that  5/.,  because  the  defendants,  when  that  sdm 

(a)  This  adraie  two  fifllowing  cases  are  unavoidably  inserted  out  of  their  proper  order.. 
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became  due,  were  ready  and  willing,  and  thenceforth  always  had  been 
and  still  were  ready  and  willing  to  pay  it,  and,  before  action  brought,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.,  tendered  it ;  and,  as  to  the  remainder  of  the  declaration, 
non  debet. 

Replication  to  the  first  plea,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the 
tender,  and  at  the  time  of  the  request  and  refusal  after  mentioned,  and 
until  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  a  larger  sum  than  57.,  to 
wit,  13Z.  15«.,  part  of  the  money  in  the  declaration  mentioned  and 
demanded,  was  due  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  as  one  entire  9ttm, 
and  on  one  entire  contract  and  liability^  and  inclusive  of,  and  not  separate 
or  divisible  from,  the  said  sum  of  5L ;  and  the  same  being  a  contract  and 
liability  by  which  the  defendants  were  liable  to  pay  to  him  the  whole  of 
the  said  larger  sum  in  one  entire  sum  on  request ;  and,  further,  that, 
after  the  said  larger  sum  became  due  as  aforesaid,  and  at  the  making  of 
the  tender  aforesaid^  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  while 
the  whole  of  the  said  larger  sum  was  so  due  as  last  aforesaid,  and  while 
'the  same  remained  wholly  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the 
plaintiff  requested  of  the  defendants  the  said  larger  sum,  of  which  the 
61.  in  the  plea  mentioned  was  then  such  indivisible  parcel  as  aforesaid ; 
*S671  7^^  ^^^  ^defendants  refused  to  pay  the  said  larger  sum,  wherefore 
''   the  plaintiff  refused  the  said  sum  of  5/. — ^verification. 

Demurrer  to  the  replication — ^because  the  tender  admitted  is  not 
avoided,  the  demand  of  the  larger  sum  not  amounting  to  avoidance— the 
replication  does  not  negative  a  set-off,  or  other  cause  for  not  paying  the 
larger  sum.     Joinder. 

Uhthankj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  Two  questions  are  raised  by 
this  demurrer, — ^first,  whether  a  tender  of  part  of  an  entire  debt  is  good, 
— secondly,  whether,  if  it  be  so,  it  is  avoided  by  a  contemporaneous 
demand  and  refusal  of  the  larger  sum^ 

Upon  the  first  question,  there  seems  to  have  been  some  conflict  of 
opinion  between  the  courts  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer.  A  plea 
o{  tender  is  not  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  debt :  it  admits  the  debt  to  be  due: 
it  is  merely  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  damages  and  costs,  in  debt,  or,  in 
assumpsit,  of  the  further  maintenance  of  the  action.  In  Sutton*s  case, 
M.  1  R.  3,  fo.  1,  pi.  2,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  detinue  for  jewels 
and  money,  with  a  plea  of  non  detinet,  the  jury  found  the  defendant 
guilty  as  to  the  jewels,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the  money,  with  general 
damages :  and  it  was  objected,  in  the  court  of  error,(a)  that  the  damages 
should  have  been  severed ;  but  the  court  held  that  the  judgment  was 
good,  upon  the  ground,  principally,  that  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have 
given  the  proper  measure  of  damages  of  all  the  goods  detained.(i)    In 

(a)  It  was  a  motion  in  C.  P.  (T.  1  E.  5,  fb.  5,  pi.  11)  to  srrest  the  judgment,  which  was 
■dijottrned,  for  difficulty,  into  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

(6)  Upon  the  ground  that  a  plaintifl*  who  has  judgment  to  recover  several  chattels,  the  value 
of  which  has  been  aaaeaaed  in  one  entire  sum,  is  not  BOond  to  accept  part. 
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the  oonrse  of  tlie  argament  on  l)elialf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,(a)  the  case 
of  a  taking  in  withernam  was  thns  put  by  Suliard :  ''  Si,  en  replegiari. 


le  plaintif  connte,  et  il  anxi  monstre  que  le  '^'defendant  ad  le  pos- 
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session,  et  prie  que  il  poet  faire  deliverance,  et  sur  le  brief  de 
delibercunane  faeiendaj  le  vicount  retonrne  quod  averia  ehngata  sunt,  per 
qne  le  party  pleintif  ad  nn  wtthemamj  coment  que  le  defendant  apres 
roil'  tender  parcel'  de  les  arers  primes  pris,  le  pleintif  n'est  tenu  a 
accepter  enx,  ne  a  deliver  le  mthemam,  ne  ascan  parcel'  del'  wUhemamy 
tanqne  le  defendant  tender  tout  les  arers  primes  pris :  issint,  in  le  cas  al 
bar."  To  this  it  was  answered,  by  Daningtony  apprentice :  ^^  II  est  di- 
Tersite  parenter  eel'  cas  et  le  cas  de  replegiar' :  car,  si  un  home  ad 
friAemam,  eel'  est  come  un  plege ;  et  pur  ceo  que  il  est  un  plege,  il  n'est 
tenn  a  render  ascun  parcel'  del'  plege,  tanque  il  soit  restore  a  tout  pur 
que  il  est  mis  en  plege :  mes  si  jeo  baile  ii.  choses  a  garder  a  mon  use  et 
oep6,  la  si  jeo  require  a  luy  a  moy  render  les  choses,  et  il  tender  ou  offre 
on,  et  jeo  refuse,  il  sera  excuse  des  damages  de  eel',  &;c.,  issint  eel  cas 
rary  de  Tauter."  Jbknby,(6)  in  giving  his  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
says :  ^^  Cel'  chose,  per  le  verdit,  est  fait  intire,  et  pur  ceo  ne  sera 
severe.  Come  si  un  doit  a  moy  20/.,  a  paier  a  un  jour,  a  quel  il  tender 
a  moy  le  moity  ou  parcel',  jeo  ne  suis  tenu  a  recever  ceo  sinon  que  il 
tender  tout :  issint  icy."  To  which  Brian  (e)  answers :  "  Mes  ceo  sera  bon 
elcuse  de  damages  pur  eel'  party  in  un  action  port,  &c.  Qtiod  nonfuit 
CQWtriMdwtum.'^  And  Fairfax  (i)  adds :  ^^  Semble  que  le  juggement  sera 
done:  car,  le  defendant  ad  pled  un  faux  pie,  qui  est  trouve  enconter  luy 
a's  damages,  Ac,  et  pur  ceo  il  sera  charge,  si  il  n'ad  les  biens.  Car,  A 
jeo  bail'  a  un  iL  pots  de  brasse,  et  il  dit  in  action  de  detinue,  que  il  ad  este 
tout  temps  prist  a  render  1',  Ac,  et,  pur  ceo  que  ils  sent  grands,  il  n'ad  eux 
en  court,  si  le  defendant  apres  veut  tender  un  al  pleintif,  il  n'est  tenu  a  pren^ 
der  ceo,  mes  il  aura  brief  d'enquirer  des  damages  de  ambideux,  pur  ceo  que 
par  le  confession  del'action,  il  ad  fait  ceo  une  chose  intier,  at  nemy  severall'^ 
et  *uncore  al'  primes  il  poit  aver  render  un,  et  pleder  un  auter  pie  r^ogg 
pur  Tauter :  issint,  me  semble,  que  le  pleintif  aura  son  jugement  a  ^ 
recover  les  chateux,  ou  auterment  touts  les  damages  entirement."  In 
the  Year  Book  M.  2,  H.  6,  fo.  1,  pi.  1,  is  another  case  that  seems  adverse 
to  the  present  view,  which  is  thus  rendered  in  Yiner's  Abridgment :(«) 
^  It  was  agreed,  in  a^owrj,  that,  where  the  lord  distrains  for  two  rent 
days  arrear,  and  the  tenant  offers  the  one,  the  lord  is  bound  to  receive 
it;  and,  if  he  distrains,  he  does  a  tort."  In  8  Bl.  Comm.  p.  804,  pay 
Bient  into  court  is  treated  as  a  sort  of  tender :  and,  in  Bacon's  Abridg 
ment,  payment  into  court  is  noticed  tmder  title  *^  Tender.**  So,  payment 
into  court  and  tender  are  treated  together  in  the  notes  to  Birks  v.  Tr^ 
peU^  1  Wms.  Saund.  82.    [V.  Williams,  J.    In  Jourdain  v.  JohnM<n^ 

(■)  See  note  (a)  on  preceding  page. 

(H  Jwtice  of  K.  B.  (c)  Chief  Juttice  of  C.  P 

^  JuStlM  of  C.  p. 

U)  30  Via.  Abr.  p.  182,  tit.  Tendwr  (E),  pi.  2,  citing  Bro.  Abr.  tit  Tmdtr,  pL  2. 
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2  C.  M.  &  R.  564,  5  l!jt\rh.  524,  4  Dowl.  P.  0.  484,  where  to  a  decU- 
ration  for  817.  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  1007.  for  money  paid,  lent, 
interest,  goods  sold,  and  on  an  account  stated,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
as  to  817.,  and  as  to  12/.,  parcel  of  the  100/.  for  goods  sold,  and, 
as  to  100/.  on  the  account  stated,  payment  into  court  of  51/.,  and 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  sustained  damage  to  a  greater 
amount,  in  respect  of  so  much  of  those  causes  of  actions  as  in  the 
plea  mentioned, — Lord  Abixgeb  said :  '^  Supposing  that,  to  an  action 
on  a  bill  of  exchange,  there  was  a  plea  of  payment  into  court  of  a  less 
sum  than  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  the  bill,  it  might  be  objected 
that  the  plea  admitted  the  larger  ascertained  sum  to  he  primd  facie  due 
from  the  defendant,  but  that  the  part  paid  could  not  satisfy  the  whole 
of  that  sum,  and  that  the  plea  contained  no  answer  or  ground  of  defence 
as  to  the  remainder.  For,  if  the  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  court 
*3701  ^^^^^  ^  considered  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  of  *non  assumpsit  as 

to  the  residue  not  paid  into  court,  it  would  be  inapplicable  to  a 
bill  of  exchange,  as  to  which  a  plea  of  non  assumpsit  is  inadmissible; 
and  the  record  would  contain  no  proper  answer  as  to  the  residue,  unless 
there  was  an  allegation  of  some  special  ground  of  defence  in  that  respect, 
as,  part  payment,  or  failure  of  consideration  as  to  part.  It  is,  therefore, 
very  questionable  whether  such  a  plea  would  be  good,  and  also  ques- 
tionable whether  it  is  made  good  by  the  plea  of  payment  into  court,  bn 
the  whole  declaration,  of  a  larger  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  bill;  for, 
60  much  as  would  cover  that  amount,  is  not  necessarily  to  be  ascribed  to 
the  bill.  We  do  not,  however,  find  it  necessary  to  decide  this  point/'] 
In  Armfield  v.  Burgin^  6  M.  &  W.  281,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  247,  to  a  decla^ 
ration  in  debt,  containing  a  count  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  for  33/.  8«.  9(i, 
with  counts  for  goods  sold,  and  upon  an  account  stated,  each  in  the 
sum  of  70/.,  and  demanding  in  the  usual  form  the  sum  of  173/.  3«  9(i, 
ifae  defendants  pleaded,  except  as  to  20/.,  parcel  of  the  sum  of  173/.  3s. 
9(/.  in  the  declaration  demanded,  and  for  the  payment  of  which  said 
sum  of  20/.  the  plaintiff  has  given  the  defendant  credit  in  his  particulars 
of  demand,  actionem  non^  because  the  defendants  now  bring  into  court 
the  sum  of  18/.  12%.  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  and  they  further 
say  that  they  were  never  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  to  a  greater  amount 
than  the  said  sum  of  18/.  12«.  in  the  introductory  part  of  this  plea  men- 
tioned: and  the  plea  was  held  bad  on  special  demurrer;  for  that  it 
ought  to  have  shown  some  answer  as  to  part,  and  pleaded  payment  into 
court  as  to  the  residue.  Wherever  the  sum  is  severable,  money  may  be 
paid  into  court  as  to  part  of  the  demand.  In  Spybey  v.  Hide^  1  Campb. 
181,  it  was  held,  that,  if,  to  a  plea  of  tender,  the  plaintiff  replies  a 
*8711  *^^^^9^^^  demand  and  refusal^  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  prove, 

that,  after  the  tender  admitted  in  the  pleadings,  he  demanded  of 
the  defendant  the  exact  sum  specified  as  having  been  before  tendered 
and  refused.    [Wilde,  0.  J.    It  certainly  does  seem  odd  that  a  de- 
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fiuiduit  nifty  plead  a  set-off  as  to  part  of  an  entire  debt,  and  yet  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  plead  payment  into  court  of  so  much.] 

It  18  quite  consistent  with  this  replication,  that,  although  the  rest  of 
the  debt  may  be  due,  the  remedy  thereon  may  be  barred ;  and,  if  so,  the 
replication  is  bad,  upon  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  court  of  King's 
Bench  in  The  King  v.  Chetwynde,  7  B.  &  C.  695, 1  M.  &  R.  634.  What 
IB  there  to  prerent  the  defendant  from  tendering  the  entire  debt  miniM 
the  set-off?  And  that  state  of  things  is  quite  consistent  with  this  repli- 
cation. In  J<me%  v.  Owen^  5  Ad.  k  £.  222,  to  indebitatus  assumpsit  for 
202.,  the  defendant  pleaded, — first,  non  assumpsit,  except  as  to  the  sums 
of  dL  and  1/., — secondly,  as  to  the  3Z.,  parcel  of  the  sum  mentioned  in 
the  declaration,  that,  after  the  promise  therein  mentioned  as  to  the  82., 
and  before  action  brought,  viz.  on,  &c.,  the  defendant  tendered  the  32., 
parcel,  &c.,  to  the  plaintiff,  &c., — thirdly,  as  to  12.,  other  parcel,  &c., 
that,  theretofore,  and  after  the  said  promise  as  to  the  12.,  and  before 
action  brought,  viz.  on,  &c.,  the  defendant  paid  the  plaintiff  12.,  parcel, 
Ac.  On  demurrer  to  the  second  plea,  assigning  for  cause  that  the  tender 
appeared  to  be  only  of  part  of  the  admitted  debt,  and  that  the  residue 
was  not  shown  to  hare  been  previously  paid — it  was  held  that  the  tender 
was  well  pleaded :  Lord  Denman  observing  that  the  record  did  state 
^  that  the  whole  sum  due  was  tendered  and  paid."  In  Cotton  v.  Godwin^ 
7  M.  &  W.  147,  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  763,  to  assumpsit  by  payee  against  tho 
maker  of  a  promissory  note  for  15/.  9«.  4dL,  payable  on  demand,  averring 


a  ^demand  on  a  particular  day — ^the  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  3/. 
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parcel,  &c.,  a  set-off  due  at  the  time  when  the  note  was  demanded, 
and  ever  since,  concluding  with  a  verification  and  prayer  of  judgment ; 
and,  as  to  122.  9«.  4J,  residue,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  demand,  tho 
defendant  tendered  the  plaintiff  12/.  9«.  4(2.,  and  had  always,  from  the 
time  of  making  his  said  promise,  as  to  122.  9«.  4(2.,  been  ready  and  willing 
to  pay  that  sum,  and  now  brought  the  same  into  court,  &c.,  concluding 
with  a  verification  and  prayer  of  judgment.  The  plaintiff  replied  to  the 
first  plea,  a  traverse  that  any  set-off  was  due  at  the  commencement  of 
the  soit,  on  which  issue  was  joined — ^and  to  the  second,  that,  before  the 
making  of  the  alleged  tender,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  demand  and  refusal  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  larger  sum  than  12/. 
9t.  4(2.,  to  wit,  15/.  9«.  4(2.,  including  the  said  sum  of  122.  9«.  4(2.,  was 
due  upon  the  note ;  and  that,  before  the  said  tender,  the  plaintiff  demanded 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  15/.  9«.  4c2.,  which  so  included  the  12/.  9«. 
4€2.,  but  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  15/.  9«.  4(2.,  and  that,  at  the 
time  of  such  demand  and  refusal,  no  set-off  or  other  just  cause  for  non- 
payment thereof  existed.  It  was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  i 
replication  was  good.  The  authority  of  that  case  has  been  doubted  by  I 
the  court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  but  it  does  not  affect  the  defendant's  case  I 
here.  There,  the  tender  was  sought  to  be  avoided  by  a  previous  demand ; 
here,  the  demand  was  contemporaneous.    In  Ttfler  v.  Bland^  9  M.  & 
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W.  888, 1  Dowl.  N.  S.  608,  to  assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  m<mer 
paid,  and  money  due  upon  an  account  stated,  the  defendant  pleaded,  as 
to  41.  16«.,  parcel,  &c.,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  defendant's  pro- 
mises, to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendant  tendered  to  the  plaintiff  4tl,  16«., 
and,  as  to  that  sum,  he  had  always  been  ready  to  pay  the  said  sum  of 
^3731  ^^*  ^^^'  ^^  ^^^  plaintiff,  and  then  brought  *the  same  into  court,  ke» 

-^  The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  making  of  the  tender  in 
the  plea  mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  demand  and  refusal 
thereinafter  mentioned,  a  larger  sum  than  4/.  16«.,  to  wit,  7/.  12«. — ^that 
sum  including  the  4/.  16«. — was  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintifl^ 
on  account  of  divers  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned ; 
arid  that,  before  the  making  of  the  tender,  to  wit,  on,  &c,  the  plaintiff 
demanded  of  the  defendant  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  7/.  12«.,  which 
BO  included  the  said  sum  of  47.  16«.,  yet  that  the  defendant  did  not  pay 
the  said  sum  of  7/.  12«.,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  refused  to  pay  the  same 
and  every  part  thereof,  and  that  no  set-off,  or  other  just  cause,  then 
existed  for  the  non-payment.  It  was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  good.(a)  In  ffesketh  v.  Fawcetty  11  M.  &  W.  856,  2 
Dowl.  N.  S.  807,  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  alleged  that  the  defendant 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  100{.  for  work  and  labour,  and  in  100/. 
on  an  account  stated :  the  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  10/.,  parcel,  &;c.)  s 
tender  of  that  sum  :  the  plaintiff  replied,  that  a  larger  sum  than  102.^ 
to  wit,  81/.,  being  part  of  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  mentioned^ 
including  the  said  sum  of  10/.,  was  due  on  account  of  one  and  the  same 
of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  that,  before 
the  tender,  the  plaintiff  demanded  the  said  sum  of  31/.,  which  the 
defendant  refused  to  pay :  and  it  was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  insufiScient,  as  it  did  not  show  that  the  31/.  was  due  on 
one  entire  contract.  Brandon  v.  Nemngton,  3  Q.  B.  915,  is  dbtinotly 
to  the  point.  There,  the  defendant,  in  debt  for  goods  sold,  &c.,  pleaded ' 
never  indebted,  except  as  to  1/.  17«.,  and  as  to  that,  a  tender :  the  plain* 
^3741   ^^^  replied  that  a  larger  sum,  viz.  2/.  7«.,  ^including  the  said  1/. 

-^  17«.,  was  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  on  account  of 
the  causes  of  action,  &c.,  and  that,  before  the  tender,  and  while  the  2/« 
7«.  remained  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  the  2/.  7t., 
which  included  the  1/.  17«.,  and  he  refused  payment :  and  the  replication 
was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  to  be  no  answer  to  the  plea  of  tender* 
Lord  Denman  there  says :  "  It  appears  that  the  court  of  Exchequer,  in 
the  two  cases  which  have  been  cited,(i)  did  not  advert  to  the  principle 
laid  down  in  the  earlier  decisions.(c)  And  the  point  is  clear.  The 
defendant,  by  his  plea,  answers,  as  to  the  sum  of  1/.  17«.,  that  he  was 

(a)  Readiness  to  psy  a  debt  of  52.  is  not  negatived  by  evidenoe  of  non-readiness  to  pay  iL 
plus  1000/. 
(6)  Cotton  ▼.  Godwin  t  and  Tyler  r.  Bland, 
(c>  Spybey  v.  Hide,  nbi  snpra  ;  Shen  y,  Oriftktt  5  B.  &  Aid.  630,  1 D  &  R.  215. 
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alwajB  ready  to  pay,  and  did  tender  that  sum.  The  plaintiff  then  says 
— *  I  demanded  more,  and  you  owed  more.'  But  the  defendant  had  a 
right  to  say,  as  he  does  by  his  pleading,  that  1/.  VJs.  was  all  he  owed, 
and  that  he  tendered  11.  Vis, ;  and  to  that(a)  the  replication  is  no  answer." 
Tender  of  part  is  therefore  good,  and  is  not  avoided  by  a  contempora- 
neous demand  and  refusal  of  a  larger  sum. 

Talfourdy  Serjt.,  contrd,.  An  acceptance  of  part  might  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  the  right  to  hold  the  defendant  to  bail,  or  to  have  his  cause 
tried  in  the  superior  court,  or  might  bring  him  within  the  operation  of 
the  county  court  act,  or  of  some  court  of  requests  act.  One  may,  there- 
fore, easily  conceive  cases  where  it  would  operate  hardship  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  hold  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  plead  tender  of  part  of  an 
entire  debt.  No  entry  is  to  be  found  in  any  of  the  earlier  authorities 
of  a  plea  of  tender  of  a  smaller  sum,  where  it  is  part  and  parcel  of  one 
entire  demand,  except  where  the  demand  is  severed  by  the  plaintiff  him- 
self in  his  declaration.  •This  is  the  principle  to  be  deduced  from  p^oh^c 
the  year  books,  10  H.  6,  fo.  23,  PI.  T8,  36  H.  6,  fo.  13  PL  7,  16  L  "^ '  ^ 
H.  7,  fo.  14,  PI.  8.(6)  The  defendant  is  bound  to  show  that  he  was 
alwaya  ready  and  willing  to  pay  that  which  it  was  his  duty  to  pay.  It  is 
not  enough  that  he  is  ready  to  pay  a  part :  he  must  show  that  he  was 
ready  to  do  all  that  he  was  bound  to  do  in  the  performance  of  his  contract. 
In  Cotton  V.  Godwin^  Parke,  B.,  says:  ''The  principle  of  the  plea  of 
tender,  is,  that  the  defendant  has  performed,  so  far  as  he  could  perform, 
nis  part  of  the  contract,  by  being  always  ready  to  pay  the  debt,  and  actually 
offering  to  do  it :  but  this  replication  shows  that  there  was  a  time  when 
the  defendant  was  not  ready  to  perform  his  part,  viz.,  when  the  demand 
was  made  of  the  whole  amount  of  the  note,  at  which  time  he  ought  to 
bare  been  ready  to  pay  the  whole,  as  the  whole  was  then  due,  according 
to  the  averments  in  the  replication,  which  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  on 
this  demurrer.  That  being  so,  a  subsequent  tender  of  part,  was  unavail- 
ing." The  demand  in  that  case  was  anterior  to  the  tender  of  the  smaller 
som ;  here,  both  are  cotemporaneous.  But,  if  the  position  laid  down  by 
Pabks,  B.,  is  correct,  the  time  is  immaterial.  [Wildb,  C.  J.,  referred  to 
Waddmgton  v.  Oliver^  2  N.  R.  61.]  Tyler  v.  Blandy  and  Jffesketh  v. 
Faweetty  proceed  upon  the  principle  expounded  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Cotton 
V.  Qodtoin.    The  replication  in  this  case  is  framed  upon  the  replication 
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in  ^Hesheth  v.  Fawcetty  with  the  amendment  suggested  by  the 
court.    [Cresswbll,  J.    There,  the  demand  was  alleged  to  have 

(a)  i.  e.  to  the  tender.  If  both  propositions  bad  formed  part  of  one  plea,  it  can  hardly  be  doubted 
tkat  the  replication  would  have  been  an  answer. 

{6i  Id  that  case  it  was  said,  that,  in  debt  upon  an  obligation,  or  other  contract,  readiness, 
without  a  tender,  was  a  good  plea;,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the  creditor  to  make  a  demand  before 
he  brought  his  action ;  for  which  reason  it  was  there  held,  that  upon  a  replication  of  a  demand 
and  refoaal,  the  dewtand  was  the  material  and  traversable  allegation.  The  allegation  licet 
— yutf  reqm&iiMs  is  now  a  fiction  the  use  of  which  appears  to  be,  to  create  the  semblance  of  a 
right  to  recover  damages,  as  for  a  damage  already  incurred  by  reason  of  a  previous  detention 
•f  the  debt,  the  real  detention  not  commencing  until  the  demand  made  by  bringing  the  action 
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been  before  the  tender.]  The  case  of  Brandon  v.  Nemn^oUy  is  not 
very  satisfactory  or  very  intelligible :  the  judgment  may  be  right,  but  the 
reasoning  is  very  doubtful. 

With  regard  to  the  suggestion  that  the  replication  should  have  nega* 
tived  a  set-off,  or  other  just  cause  for  not  paying  the  larger  sum,— the 
obvious  answer  to  that  is,  that  matter  of  that  sort  would  come  more 
properly  by  way  of  rejoinder ;  unless,  indeed,  it  is  involved  in  the  traverse, 
as  it  now  stands.  If  part  of  the  demand  were,  as  suggested,  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  it  would  not  be  due  upon  the  same  contract. 

Unthanky  in  reply,  referred  to  Coke's  Entries,  141,  b.,  5  Wentworth's 
Pleading,  76,  and  Watkins's  case,  3  Go.  Rep.  22,  a. 
.  V.  Williams,  J.,  referred  to  Harland  v.  Lee^  Dyer,  196,  b.  and 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  to  Williams  v.  Price^  3  B.  &  Ad.  695,  Marks  v. 
Lahee,  3  N.  C.  408,  4  Scott,  137,  Smith  v.  Diron,  7  Ad.  &  E.  1^  and 
Poole  V,  Tunhridge.  2  M.  &  W.  223.  Cur.  adv.  vult 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

On  the  argument  of  this  demurrer,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  in  answer 
to  the  special  ground  of  demurrer, — that  the  replication  should  have 
negatived  the  existence  of  any  set-off,  &c., — ^it  was  contended,  that  any 
such  matter  might  and  ought  to  have  come  by  way  of  rejoinder.  And  we 
think  this  is  a  sufficient  answer. 

The  argument  further  involved  the  general  question,  whether  a  tender 
*3771  ^^  P^^^  ^^  ^^  entire  debt,  is  good:  and  ^several  ancient  and 
modern  authorities  bearing  on  this  question,  were  referred  to,  but 
no  case  directly  in  point  was  cited ;  nor  have  we  been  able  to  find  any. 
On  consideration,  however,  we  are  of  opinion,  upon  principle,  that  such 
fi  tender  is  bad,  and,  consequently,  that  the  replication  is  good. 

In  actions  of  debt  and  assumpsit,  the  principle  of  the  plea  of  tender, 
in  our  apprehension,  is,  that  the  defendant  has  been  always  ready 
(toujours  prist)  to  perform  entirely  the  contract  on  which  the  action  is 
founded ;  and  that  he  did  perform  it,  as  far  as  he  was  able,  by  tendering 
the  requisite  money :  the  plaintiff  himself  precluding  a  complete  perform- 
&nce,  by  refusing  to  receive  it.  And,  as,  in  ordinary  cases,  the  debt 
is  not  discharged  by  such  tender  and  refusal,  the  plea  must  not  only  go 
on  to  allege  that  the  defendant  is  still  ready  {uncore  prist\  but  must  be 
Accompanied  by  a  profert  in  curiam  of  the  money  tendered.  If  the 
defendant  can  maintain  this  plea,  although  he  will  not  thereby  bar  the 
debt(a)  (for  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  uncore  prist  and  profert 
in  curiam)^  yet  he  will  answer  the  action,  in  the  sense  that  he  will  recover 
judgment  for  his  costs  of  defence  against  the  plaintiff, — ^in  which  respect 

(a)  Upon  other  pleaa  in  bar,  the  prayer  of  judgment  snggests  that  tht  action  ought  not  t6  he 
maintained  ;  upon  the  plea  of  tender,  it  auggeste  that  the  action  ought  not  to  be  maintained  to 
recover  damages  in  respect  of  the  detention  ;  but,  aa  the  latter  plea  shows  that  the  debt  is  satis- 
fied by  the  money  paid  into  court,  and  that  the  action  ought  not  to  have  been  brought,  the 
reason  for  this  distinction  is  not  yery  obvious.  In  neither  ease  does  the  defendant  directly 
pray  that  the  debt  may  be  barred:  in  both,  it  is  so  far  indirectly  hmed,  that  the  judgment  msy 
be  pleaded  in  bar  of  a  second  action  for  the  same  debt. 
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Ike  plea  of  tender  is  esBentiallj  cEiFerent  from  thai  of  pajm^it  of  money 
mto  oonrt.  And,  as  -the  plea  is  thus  to  constitute  an  answer  to  the 
aedott,  it  must,  we  conceive,  be  deficient  in  none  of  the  requisite  quali* 
ties  of  a  good  plea  in  bar. 

*WitIi  respect  to  the  aTerment  of  tou/oura  prist,  if  the  pluntiff  r^o^o 
can  falsify  it,  he  avoids  the  plea  altogether.  Therefore,  if  he  can  ^ 
show  that  an  entire  performance  of  die  contract  was  demanded  and  re^ 
fiued,  at  any  time,  when,  by  the  terms  of  it,  he  had  a  right  to  make 
snch  a  demand,  he  will  avoid  the  plea.  Hence,  if  a  demand  of  the  whole 
sum  originally  doe,  is  made  and  refused,  a  subsequent  tender  of  part  of 
it,  is  bad,  notwithstanding  that,  by  part  payment,  or  by  other  meanSj 
the  debt  may  have  been  reduced,  in  the  interim,  to  the  sum  tendered. 
And  this  is  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  Cotton  v.  G-odwinj  7  M.  & 
W.  147.  If,  however,  the  demand  were  of  a  larger  sum  than  that  ori- 
ginally due  under  the  contract,  a  refusal  to  pay  it  would  not  falsify  the 
iMijourn  priity  even  though  the  amount  demanded  were  made  up  of  the 
som  dne  under  the  contract,  and  some  other  debt  due  from  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff.  And  this  is  the  principle  of  the  decisions  of  Brath 
ion  V.  Netpingtony  8  Q.  B.  915,  and  ffesketh  v.  Fatceetty  11  M.  &  W. 
356,  which  appear  to  overrule  Tyler  v.  Bland,  9  M.  &  W.  838. 

This  principle,  however,  we  think,  is  only  applicable  where  the  larger 
sum  is  demanded  generaUy,  and  can  hardly  be  enforced  where  it  is 
explained  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  how  the  amount  demanded  is  made 
up ;  for,  in  such  case,  the  transaction  appears  to  be  nothing  less  than  a 
simultaneous  demand  of  the  several  debts,  so  as  to  falsify  the  averment 
of  touJour$pri9t  as  to  each.  But,  besides  the  averment  of  readtneM  to 
perform,  the  plea  must  aver  an  actual  performance  of  the  entire  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  far  as  the  plaintiff  would  allow.  And 
it  is  plain,  that,  where,  by  the  terms  of  it^  the  money  is  to  be  paid  on  a 
future  day  certain,  this  branch  of  the  plea  can  only  be  satisfied  by  alleg- 
ing a  *tender  on  the  very  day.  And  this  is  the  principle  of  the  r:|ioiTg 
decisions  of  Hufne  v.  Peploe,  8  East,  168,  and  Poole  v.  Tuniridge,  *- 
2  M.  &  W.  228.  It  i&  also  obvious  that  the  defect  in  the  plea  in  this 
respect,  caitfiot  be  remedied  by  resorting  to  the  previous  averment  of 
toujoun  prist*  Consequently,  a  plea  by  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  or  the 
maker  of  a  note,  of  a  tender  po%t  diem^  is  bad,  notwithstanding  the  tender 
is  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  or  note,  with  interest  from  the  day  it  became 
dne  up  to  the  day  of  the  tender,  and  notwithstanding  the  plea  alleges  that 
the  defendant  was  always  ready  to  pay,  not  only  from  the  time  of  the 
tender  (as  the  plea  was  in  Hume  v.  Peploe),  but  fJso  from  the  time  when 
the  bill  or  note  became  payable.  On  the  same  reasoning,  it  appears  to 
us  that  this  branch  of  the  plea  can  only  be  satisfied  by  alleging  a  tender 
ef  the  whole  sum  due  under  the  contract,  for  that  a  tender  of  part  of  it 
only  is  no  averment  that  the  defendant  performed  the  whole  contract  ae 
&r  aa  the  plaintiff  would  allow. 

▼OL.  v.— 81  X 
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If  it  be  said  that  the  plea  of  tender  is,  in  effect,  only  in  preolusion  of 
damages  subsequent  to  the  tender,  and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  give 
the  plaintiff  those  damages  which  have  been  incurred  merely  in  cozise- 
quence  of  his  refusal  to  receive  the  money  tendered,  the  answer  is,  thai 
the  same  argument  might  be  applied  to  the  instance  of  the  tender  poit 
diem  of  the  amount  of  a  bill  or  note,  with  the  interest  then  due ;  bat 
that,  in  each  case,  the  defendant  is  unable  to  allege  that  he  has  per- 
formed the  terms  of  his  contract  as  far  as  the  plaintiff  would  allow  him, 
and  is,  therefore,  disabled  from  pleading  a  tender. 

We  are,  consequently,  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the 
plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(a) 

(a)  Vide  ante,  338,  n. 


•880]  •DORMAT  v.  BOBRADAILE. 

A.  ifiBiired  his  life  for  lOOOI.,  rabject  to  a  condition  that,  *'  in  caae  the  aasured  AoM  die  upon 
the  BOBS,  except  in  certain  paaaagea,  or  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  into  or 
engage  in  naval  or  military  serTice,  unless  license  were  obtained,  or  should  die  by  his  own 
hands,  or  by  the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  consequence  of  a  duel,  dtc,  the  policy  shoold  be 
Toid." 

Previously  to  his  marriage  in  1828,  A.  assigned  the  policy  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  hii 
intended  wife  and  the  issue  of  the  marriage.  The  settlement  contained  a  covenant  by  A., 
that  he  would,  *'  at  all  times  during  his  life,  dnly  pay  all  such  premiums  and  other  moneyi, 
and  do  and  perform  all  such  acts,  matters,  and  things,  as  should  be  requisite  for  keeping  on 
foot  the  said  policy." 

In  1838,  A.  threw  himself  into  the  Thames,  and  was  drowned.  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  policy,  the  jury  had  found,  that  the  assured  voluntsrily  threw  himself  into  the 
river,  intending  to  destroy  his  life,  but  that,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  act,  he  was  not 
capable  of  judging  between  right  and  wrong ;  upon  which  finding  the  court  of  Common 
Pleas  had  held;  that  this  was  such  a  dying  by  the  party's  own  hands,  as  discharged  the  office 
firom  liability:— 

Hdd,  that  the  act  of  self-destruction  by  A.,  was  not  a  breach  of  the  above  covenant  for  keep- 
ing the  policy  on  foot.  * 

This  was  a  special  case  sent  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  for  the  opi- 
nion of  the  judges  of  this  court.  The  Bev.  William  Borradaile, — in 
contemplation  of  his  then  intended  marriage  with  Agnes  Sarah  Blizard 
Shaw,  spinster,  and  in  pnrsnance  of  an  agreement  entered  into  in  that 
behalf  between  the  said  parties,  prior  to  the  said  marriage,  and  for 
making  an  additional  provision  for  his  said  then  intended  wife,  and  the 
issue  of  such  marriage,  on  the  30th  of  May,  1828, — effected  a  policy  of 
assurance  on  his  own  life,  for  the  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  with  The  London  Life 
Association,  in  the  city  of  London,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  the 
annual  sum  or  premium  of  38/.  15».  therein  mentioned  and  agreed  to  bo 
paid  to  the  said  association  by  the  said  William  Borradaile,  the  said 
association  agreed  to  assure  the  sum  of  1000/.,  to  be  paid  to  the  exe^ 
outers,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the  said  William  Borradaile,  within 
three  calendar  months  after  satisfactory  proof  should  hare  been  given  to 
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llie  Sftid  •association  of  his  death :  and  in  the  said  poKcy  was  con-  p^ooi 
tained  the  following  proviso  or  condition,  that  is  to  say, — "  Pro-  "- 
▼ided,  and  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  tme  intent  and  meaning  of  this 
policy  of  assurance,  and  the  same  is  accepted  by  the  said  assured,  upon 
these  express  conditions,  that,  in  case  the  assured  shall  ^ie  upon  the 
seas,  except  in  such  passages  as  are  allowed  by  the  rules  of  the  said 
society,  or  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  into  or  engage  in 
any  naval  or  military  service  whatsoever,  unless  license  be  obtained  from 
a  court  of  directors  of  the  said  society,  or  shall  die  by  his  own  hands,  or 
by  the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  consequence  of  a  duel,  or  if  the  age  of  the 
assured  does  now  exceed  thirty-six,  or  if  the  said  assured  be  now  afflicted 
with  any  disorder  which  tends  to  the  shortening  of  life,  or  if  a  certain 
declaration  bearing  date  the  20th  of  May  instant,  made  and  signed  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  assured,  and  forming  the  basis  of  the  contract 
between  the  said  assured  and  the  society,  contains  any  untrue  averment, 
— this  policy  shall  be  void." 

By  an  indenture  of  settlement  bearing  date  the  26th  of  June,  1828, 
and  made  between  William  Borradaile,  the  father  of  the  said  Rev.  Wil- 
liam Borradaile,  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Rev.  William  Borradaile,  of 
the  second  part,  Thomas  Blizard,  therein  described,  and  the  said  Agnes 
Sarah  Blizard  Shaw,  of  the  third  part,  and  John  Watson  Borradaile, 
Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton,  of  the  fourth  part, — 
after  reciting  that  a  marriage  had  been  agreed  upon  between  the  said 
Bev.  William  Borradaile  and  the  said  Agnes  Sarah  Blizard  Shaw,  and 
further  reciting,  that,  in  contemplation  of  such  marriage,  the  said  Rev. 
William  Borradaile  had  insured  his  life  with  the  said  London  Life  Asso- 
ciation, in  the  sum  of  10007.,  by  the  policy  of  assurance  thereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  several  parties 
thereto,  that  the  said  policy  of  ^assurance,  and  the  sum  of  money  p^^qoo 
thereby  secured,  and  all  future  benefit  to  be  derived  therefrom,  ^ 
should  be  assigned  by  the  said  Rev.  William  Borradaile  unto  the  said 
John  Watson  Borradidle,  Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton, 
to  be  held  by  them  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  concerning  the 
same,  and  that  the  same  policy  of  assurance  should,  during  the  life  of 
the  said  William  Borradaile,  be  continued  and  kept  on  foot  in  such  man- 
ner as  thereinafter  in  that  behalf  mentioned, — ^it  was  witnessed,  that,  in 
consideration  of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  for  a  nominal  conside- 
ration therein  mentioned,  the  said  William  Borradaile  did  bargain,  sell, 
assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said  John  Watson  Borradaile, 
Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  all  that  the  said  policy  of  assurance  whereby  the 
said  sum  of  1000/.  was  assured  by  the  said  London  Life  Association  for 
Assurance  on  Lives,  to  be  paid  on  the  death  of  him  the  said  Rev.  Wil- 
Kam  Borradaile  as  aforesaid ;  and  also  all  that  the  said  sum  of  1000/., 
and  all  the  moneys  which  might  become  payable  or  recoverable  upon  or 
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by  yirtue  of  godi  policy, — Uy  hM  the  same  unto  tlie  said  Jokii  W«lwtt 
Borradaile,  Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton,  their  exe* 
Otttors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  from  and  after  the  solemnization  of 
such  intended  marriage,  upon  certain  trusts  therein  mentioned,  being  U^ 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Agnes  Sarah  Blizard  Shaw  during  her 
life,  and,  from  and  after  her  decease,  for  the  benefit  of  the  issue  of  the 
said  then  intended  marriage.  And  the  said  Rev.  William  Borradaile 
did,  in  and  by  the  same  indenture,  covenant  with  the  said  trustees,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  that  the  said  policy  of  assurance 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture  of  settlement,  ia 
full  f<»rce  and  effect,  and  had  not  been  assigned,  charged,  or  inouaibered 
^  ^  in  any  wise;  and  also  for  ^further  assurance  of  the  said  policy* 
J  And  in  the  same  indenture  was  contained  the  following  covenattt 
by  the  said  Bev.  William  Borradaile,  that  is  to  say, — ^^And  the  said 
William  Borradaile,  the  son,  doth  hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, and  administrators,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  with  and  to  the 
SMd  John  Watson  Borradaile,  Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William 
Cotton,  their  executors  and  admixiistrators,  that,  in  case  the  said  intended 
marriage  should  be  solemnized,  he  the  said  William  Borradaile,  the  son, 
fkall  and  ioillj  from  and  irfter  the  aolemnizatian  thereof ^  at  att  Ornee 
during  hie  l\fej  duly  pajf  att  eueh  premiume  and  other  moneye,  and  do 
and  perform  att  eueh  acte^  mattered  and  thinge  ae  ehall  be  requieltefat 
eontinuing  and  keeping  on  foot  the  eaid  poUeg  of  ineuranee  on  hie  life^ 
hereinbefore  aeeigned,  or  intended  eo  to  he.'* 

The  said  marriage  was,  shortly  after  the  date  and  execution  of  the 
aaid  settlement,  duly  solemnized ;  and  there  are  issue  of  the  said  nar- 
rioge,  four  children,  two  sons  and  two  daughters,  all  of  whom  are  new 
living. 

On  or  about  the  16th  of  February,  1888,  the  said  Bev.  William  B<»*« 
radaik  was  drowned  in  die  river  Thames ;  his  hat  and  cloak  having  beeft 
then  found  on  Yauxhall  Bridge  ;  and  the  body  of  the  said  Bev.  Willia« 
Borradaile  having  been  found  in  the  said  river  on  the  20th  of  March, 
1888. 

A  coroner's  inquest  was,  on  the  following  day,  duly  held  on  the  body; 
when,  after  examining  various  witnesses  on  oath,  the  jury  on  such  inquest 
returned  the  following  verdict : — ^'  That  the  said  Bev.  William  Borra* 
daile  was  found  drowned,  on  the  20th  day  of  March,  then  instant,  in  the 
water  of  the  river  Thames,  in  <he  paridi  of  St.  Margaret,  Westminster; 
bat,  when,  how,  and  where,  or  by  what  means,  he  came  to  his  death, 
there  was  no  evidence  to  the  jurors." 

*'8841      ^^^  ^^  purpose  of  the  case,  it  was  to  be  taken  that  *the  said 
Bev.  WiUiam  Borradaile  was  drowned  under  the  circumstances 
Staled  in  the  verdict  of  the  jury  in  the  cause  of  Borradaile  v.  Humter^ 
hereinafter  set  forth. 

The  said  Bev.  William  Borradaile,  on  or  about  the  14th  of  February, 
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1882,  duly  made  and  published  his  last  iriU  and  teetament  in  writings 
whereof  he  appointed  Abraham  Borradaile  and  the  Bot.  Joseph  Shaw, 
and  also  his  wife,  the  said  Agnes  Sarah  Blizard  Borradaile,  and  his 
lister,  Sarah  BorradaSe,  executors  and  executrixes, — ^which  will  was  dnlj 
preyed  by  the  said  Abraham  Borradaile  alone,  in  the  prerogative  conrt 
of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  on  the  17th  of  March,  1888,  and  the 
•aid  Abraham  Borradule  hath  possessed  assets  of  the  said  testator. 

Notice  of  the  death  of  the  said  Rev.  William  Borradaile  was  duly 
giTCB  by  or  on  the  part  of  the  said  John  Watson  Borradaile,  Charles 
HaMpden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton,  as  the  trustees  named  in  the 
said  indenture  of  settlement,  to  the  said  London  life  Association; 
aiid  eereral  applications  were  made  to  the  said  association  for  the 
payment  of  the  said  sum  of  1000{.,  so  assured  by  the  said  policy  of 
assurance  as  aforesaid;  but  the  managers  and  directors  of  the  said 
association  refused  to  pay  the  said  vnm  of  lOOOZ.  insured  by  the  said 
policy. 

In  or  as  of  Trinity  term,  1839,  the  said  John  Watson  Borradaile, 
Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  William  Cotton,  caused  an  action  to  be 
brought,  and  an  action  was  th^  brought,  in  the  name  and  with  the  per* 
mission  of  the  said  Abraham  Borradaile,  as  executor  of  the  said  Ber. 
William  Borradaile,  against  Sir  Claudius  Stephen  Hunter,  Bart.,  as  the 
snrviving  trustee  of  the  said  London  Life  Association,  who  had  executed 
the  said  policy,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  from  the  said  association 
the  said  sum  of  lOOOZ.,  so  insured  by  the  said  policy  as  aforesaid.  The 
said  Sir  C.  S.  Hunter  pleaded  to  such  action,  that  the  said  William  Bor- 
tadaile,  the  assured  named  in  the  HaiA  policy,  had  died  by  hi»  r^cogg 
twn  handsy  and  that,  in  consequence  thereof,  the  said  policy  had  *- 
become  void. 

The  said  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Ebskinx,  J.,  and  a  special 
jury,  at  the  sittings  in  London,  after  Michaelmas  term,  1841 ;  and  the 
jury  then  returned  the  following  verdict, — ^which  verdict  was  admitted 
to  be  true  in  fact, — viz.  *^  that  the  Bev.  William  Borradaile  voluntarily 
threw  himself  into  the  river,  intending  to  destroy  his  life,  but  that,  at  the 
tiiM  of  committing  the  act,  he  was  not  capable  of  judgmg  between  right 
and  wrong.'' 

Upon  rach  finding  of  the  said  jury,  a  verdict  was  under  the  direction 
ef  the  learned  judge,  found  for  the  defendant  in  the  said  action ;  leave 
bmng  giv^i  to  the  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the  court  to  set  aside  such  ver- 
dict, and  that  a  verdict  might  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  for  1127/* 
damages,  which  was  assessed  by  the  jury  to  the  plaintiff  on  such  trial,^ 
being  the  amount  of  the  sum  insured  by  the  said  policy,  with  interest 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  51.  per  cent,  per  annumy  from  the  1st  of  July, 
1838,  when  the  said  sum  became  demandable  or  payable  under  the  said 
policy  up  to  the  fourth  day  of  Hilary  term  then  next  following. 

In  Hilary  term,  1842,  a  rule  was  granted  by  the  court  of  Oom« 
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mon  Pleas,  that  the  defendant  m  fsnch  action  should  show  cause,  on 
the  first  day  of  the  next  term,  why  the  said  verdkt  should  not  be  set 
aside. 

The  said  rule  came  on  for  argument  in  Trinity  term,  1842 ;  and,  in 
Easter  term,  1848,  judgment  was  given  upon  the  said  rule,  by  the  m»> 
jority  of  the  said  court,  viz.  Erskikb,  J.,  MaITLe,  J.,  and  Coltman,  J., 
declaring  their  opinions  severally  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  Tiir* 
DAL,  C.  J.,  declaring  his  opinion  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  said 
action ;  whereupon,  the  rule  which  had  been  obtained  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  was  discharged,  and  judgment  was  entered  up  for  the  defendant 
in  such  action,  with  costs  40«. 

*S861  ^^^  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  said 
-'  John  Watson  Borradaile,  Charles  Hampden  Turner,  and  WiUiam 
Cotton,  are  entitled  at  law  under  the  aforesaid  covenant  of  the  said  Rev. 
William  Borradaile,  deceased,  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of 
the  26th  of  June,  1828,  to  recover  the  said  sum  of  10007.  from  the 
said  Abraham  Borradaile,  the  executor  of  the  said  Rev.  William  Bor^ 
radaile. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Trinity  term,  1846,  before  Tinbal,  C.  J.^ 
Coltman,  J.,  Maulb,  J.,  and  Ckbbswell,  J.(a) 

(a)  This  case  arose  out  of  an  ordinary  creditors'  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased.  Upon  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  bringing  their  charge  into  the  master's 
office,  the  matter  was  Tery  fiilly  discussed  before  Master  SfirioKf  by  R,  Palsier,  for  the  trus- 
tees, and  J.  Compbellt  for  the  general  creditors ;  and  the  charge  was  disallowed.  Upon  » 
second  argument,  however,  the  master,  after  taking  time  to  consider,  thought  fit  to  allow  the 
claim,  giving  his  reasons  as  follows : — 

'*  The  testator  insured  his  life  in  lOOOZ.  in  the  London  Life  Association,  subject  to  a  oondi* 
tion  contained  in  the  policy,  avoiding  it  if  he  should  die  by  his  own  hands.  Previously  to  his 
marriage  in  1828,  he  assigned  the  policy  to  trustees,  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children^ 
and  covenanted  to  do  all  acts  requisite  for  continuing  and  keeping  it  on  foot.  On  the  16th  of 
January,  1838,  he  threw  himself  from  Vauzhall  Bridge.  An  action  vras  brought  by  the  tma* 
tees  against  the  office ;  and  the  jury  found  that  he  voluntarily  threw  himself  into  the  river, 
intending  to  destroy  his  life ;  but  that,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  act,  he  was  not  capable 
of  judging  between  right  and  vn'ong.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant ;  which,  vrfaeB 
the  question  was  re-argued  before  the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  was  affirmed  by  the  three 
puisne  judges — the  chief  justice  dissenting.  The  office,  however,  paid  2271.,  the  value  of  the 
policy  at  the  time  of  the  assured's  death,  which  was  applied  by  the  trustees  in  part-payment 
of  their  costs.  And  the  trustees  now  claim  before  ma,  as  qiecialty  creditors,  the  whole  100Qi.» 
with  interest  fit>m  the  16th  of  May,  1838,  when,  if  the  testator  had  died  a  natural  death  on  the 
day  that  he  destroyed  himself,  the  money  assured  by  the  policy  would  have  been  payable.  On 
much  consideration,  I  think  that  the  claim  ought  to  be  albwed.    My  reasons  are  as  follows  :—> 

*'  First,  I  think  that  the  committing  an  act  which  avoided  the  policy,  was  a  breach  of  the 
covenant  to  do  all  acts  requisite  to  keep  it  on  foot. 

'*  Secondly,  I  am  inclined  to  think,  that,  if  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  to  be  considered  a  finding 
tout  the  testator  was  insane  when  he  destroyed  himself,  the  better  opinion  is,  that  his  estate 
if  answerable  in  damages.  The  dieium  in  Weaver  v.  Ward,  Hobait,  134,  that  a  lunatie, 
though  not  criminally  responsible,  is  civilly  responsible  in  damages  for  a  trespass,  is  recognised 
in  Hale's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  p.  16 ;  and  I  have  found  no  opposing  authority.  And,  if  a  lonatie 
is  responsible  civilly  for  a  tort,  d  fortiori  he  is  so,  for  a  breach  of  contract. 

"  Thirdly,  I  think  that  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  held  the  finding  of  the  jury  to  have  been 
that  the  testator  vhu  not  tfwaee  when  he  committed  the  act.  The  chief  justice  bbjb  that  it 
was  admitted,  that,  if  he  wot  inMane,  the  office  wot  retponeiMe,  Coltxah,  J.,  says,  that  the 
finding  of  the  jury  implies  that  the  testator  was  under  no  incotaroOahle  te/leeHee-Hhat  ke  had 
pomer  to  do  the  act,  or  to  ahetainfrom  it.    If  I  reject  the  claim  of  the  trustees,  I  must  affirm 
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*Sir  T.  Witdey  Serjt.,  who  appeared  with  J2.  Palmer,  for  the  ^^^^ 
Mendant,  dauned  to  be  entitled  to  begin,  inasmuch  as  he  was  to  ^ 
support  the  affirmatire. 

Ohannely  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  F^  V*  Lee)^  eontri,  insisted  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  begin* 

TniBAL,  G.  J.    The  burthen  of  sustaining  the  affirmative  of  the  pro- 
position submitted  to  us,  being  cast  upon  the  defendant,  he  must  begin. 

Sir  T.  WUde,  Serjt.  The  obvious  meaning  of  the  covenant  upon 
whidi  this  question  arises,  is,  that  the  covenantor  will  keep  the  policy  on 
foot  as  an  available  policy.  [Tdtdal,  C.  J.  It  is  an  affirmative  covenan 
to  pay  the  premiums,  and  to  do  and  perform  all  such  acts,  matters,  and 
things  as  shall  be  requisite  for  continuing  and  keeping  the  policy  on 
foot.]  Though  the  words  of  *the  covenant  are  affirmative,  they  r:|iQQo 
i^rate  negatively  to  restrain  the  party  from  doing  any  act  to  '- 
destroy  the  policy.  In  Comyns's  Digest,  Tit.  Covenant  (E.  2),  it  is 
said :  ^^  If  a  man  acta  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  covenant,  it  shall 
be  a  breach,  though  he  performs  the  words  of  the  covenant:  as,  if  a 
covenuit  be,  to  deliver  a  recognisance  to  be  cancelled,  it  is  a  breach  if 
he  extends  it  before,  though  it  be  afterwards  cancelled.(a)  If  a  brewer 
eovenants  to  deliver  all  his  grains  for  the  cattle  of  the  plaintiff,  an<^  he 
puts  hops  to  them  before  delivery.(6)  If  a  man  covenants  to  leave  all  the 
trees  upon  the  land,  and  he  cuts  them  down,  and  leaves  them  there."(i) 
The  covenant  dearly  binds  the  party  to  forbear  from  doing  any 
sffirmative  acts  that  would  tend  to  destroy  the  policy.  [Maule,  J. 
Suppose  the  assured  had,  without  license,  gone  beyond  the  limits  of 
Surope ;  that  dearly  would  have  been  a  breach  of  his  covenant.]  It  is 
no  answer  to  the  argument,  to  say  that  the  breach  here  was  not  complete 
until  after  the  death  of  the  assured :  for,  when  he  predpitated  himself 
into  the  river,  he  did  the  act  which  prevented  the  policy  from  being 
available,  at  the  only  time  at  which  it  could  be  available.  The  difficulty 
that  presented  itself  to  the  mind  of  one  member  of  the  court,  in  JBorra* 
daOe  V.  Hunter,  5  M.  &  G.  689,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  41%,— viz.  that  the 
proviso  in  the  policy  attached  only  to  the  act  of  criminal  self-destruc- 
tiim, — does  not  arise  here.  The  covenantor  contracts  to  do  all  acts  to 
keep  alive  the  policy,  and  to  forbear  to  do  all  acts  tending  to  its  destruc- 
tion. [Maule,  J.  The  case  contains  no  general  reference  to  the  deed, 
80  that  the  court  might  see  whether  there  was  any  covenant  that  might 
explain  this.]    If  a  man  enters  into  a  covenant,  and  afterwards  becomes 

thM  the  testator  was  not  eufiiciently  insene  to  render  the  o6ke  liable,  and  yet  iinm  auffidently 
inaane  to  relieve  his  ezecutors  from  responsibility. 

*'  The  question  as  to  interest  has  not  been  argued.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  trustees  ero 
SQtitied  to  it,  at  the  rate  of  4  per  eent.,  from  the  time  when  the  insurance  money  would  hvm 
been  payable  if  the  office  had  been  liable.*' 

(«)  Citing  Sir  T.  Raym.  25,  and  1  Sid.  48;  and  aee  Sir  Amiltantf  Mayfu^9  caae,  5  Co. 
Rep.  20. 

dD  Citug  Sir.  T.  Raym.  464. 
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*8891  ^'^^^^^'  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^excuse  him  from  performing  hig  coveiiaat. 
His  miBfortane  is  not  to  be  visited  upon  an  innocent  ooTenanieOk 
[Maule,  J.  Is  there  any  act  to  be  done  by  the  assured,  except  the 
payment  of  the  premiums?]  None.  [Maulb,  J.  The  payment  of  the 
premiums  being  specifically  provided  for,  some  sense  most  be  given  t0 
the  subsequent  words  of  the  covenant.]  The  covenantor  contracts  so  to 
conduct  himself  as  not  to  destroy  the  policy.  Griffith  v.  Chodbardy  the 
ease  cited  by  Oomyns  from  Sir  T.  Raymond,  464,  is  as  follows : — ^The 
defendant  covenants  that  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  valeant  €€ 
possint  habere  for  seven  years,  seven  parts  of  all  the  grains  made  in 
the  defendant's  brewhouse,  and  assigns  one  breach  {inter  alia)  that  the 
defendant,  with  intention  to  deceive  the  plaintiff^  did  put  divers  quantities 
of  hops  into  the  malt  of  which  the  grains  were  made ;  by  reason  whereof 
the  grains  were  spoiled,  and  became  unprofitable  to  the  plaintiff.  Upon 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  (after  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  da* 
mages  100{.),  "  on  the  ground  that  this  breach  is  out  of  the  articles,  wu 
the  putthig  the  hops  into  the  grains,  and,  damages  being  entire,  the 
plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  judgment," — judgment  was  given  for  the 
plaintiff,  ^^  because  the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  be  considered  in  all 
conjkracts ;  and  it  was  the  intent  of  the  parties  here  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  the  grains  for  the  use  of  his  cattle,  and  they  will  not  em 
them  when  hops  are  put  into  them.  So,  if  I  covenant  diat  I  will  leave 
all  the  timber  which  is  growing  on  the  land  I  hire,  upon  the  land,  at  the 
end  of  the  term,  if  I  cut  it  down,  though  I  leave  it  on  the  land,  it  is  a 
breach  of  my  covenant.  So,  if  I  covenant  to  deliver  so  many  yards  of 
cloth,  and  I  cut  it  in  pieces,  and  then  deliver  it,  it  is  a  breach  of  my 
covenant ;  for,  the  law  regards  the  real  and  faithful  performance  of  all 
contracts,  and  doth  discountenance  all  such  acts  as  are  infraudem  Je^ss." 


♦890] 


^OhanneUy  Serjt.,  oontri.    It  cannot  now  be  disputed,  that 


although  a  lunatic  is  not  criminally  responsible  for  his  acts,  aa 
for  high  treason,  or  felony;  yet  he  may  be  civilly  liable,  as  for  a  tree- 
pass.  It  £9  so  lud  down  in  Weaver  v.  Ward,  Hobart,  184.  In  that 
case.  Weaver  brought  an  action  of  trespass  of  assault  and  battery  against 
Ward.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  he  was,  amongst  others,  by  the 
commandment  of  the  lords  of  the  council,  a  trained  soldier  in  London^ 
of  the  band  of  one  Andrews,  captain,  and  so  was  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
they  were  skirmishing  with  their  muskets,  charged  with  powder,  for  their 
exercise  in  re  mtUtari,  against  another  captain  and  his  band ;  and,  aa 
they  were  skirmishing,  the  defendant,  easualiter  et  per  infartuniumj  ei 
contra  voluntatum  euam,  in  discharging  of  his  piece,  did  hurt  and  wound 
the  plaintifi^  which  is  the  same,  &c. ;  absque  hoe  that  he  was  guilty  aliUr, 
rioe  alio  mode.  And,  upon  demurrer  by  the  plaintiff,  judgment  was 
given  for  him ;  for,  though  it  was  agreed,  "  that,  if  men  tilt  or  turney 
in  the  presence  of  the  King,  or  if  two  masters  of  defence,  playing  thei? 
prizes,  kill  one  another,  that  this  shall  be  no  felony ;  or,  if  a  lunatic  kill 
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« tlie  Vke ;  beewiBe  felony  nradt  be  done  animofelantco :  jet,  in 
which  tends  only  to  give  damages  according  to  hurt  or  loss,  it 
m  not  BO ;  and  therefore,  if  a  lunatic  hurt  a  man,  he  shall  be  answerable 
in  treapatt :  and  therefore  no  man  shall  be  excused  of  a  trespass  (for, 
this  is  the  nature  of  an  excuse,  and  not  of  a  justification  praut  ei  bene 
tfmd),  except  it  may  be  judged  utterly  without  his  fault."  This  dis- 
tinetion  is  recognised  by  Hawkins,(a)  by  Hale^(6)  and  by  other  text- 
vrtters,  and  may  now  be  considered  as  settled.(c) 

•Assuming  that  the  court  will,  upon  this  occasion,  abide  by  the  r^oot 
opinioiis  of  the  majority  of  the  judges  who  decided  the  case  of  ^ 
Barradatle  v.  Sunter — ^two  of  whom  are  now  preset — ^the  question  will 
be,  whether  the  act  of  self-destruction  by  the  covenantor  was  a  breach 
of  his  covenant  that  he  would,  (U  aU  times  during  his  l\fej  duly  pay  all 
Bndi  premiumB  and  other  moneys,  and  do  and  perform  all  such  acts, 
natters,  and  things  as  should  be  requisite  for  continuing,  and  keeping 
OB  foot,  the  policy  by  the  indenture  assigned.  The  language  of  th|» 
proviso  in  the  policy,  is  material  to  the  elucidation  of  this  question.  It 
deelarea  that  the  poli<^  shall  be  void,  in  case  the  assured  ^11  die  upon 
the  seaa,  exc^  in  such  passages  as  are  allowed  by  the  rules  of  the 
society,  or  go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  into,  or  engage  in 
any  naval  or  military  service  whatsoever,  unless  license  be  obtained  from 
a  eovrt  of  directors  of  the  society,  or  shall  die  by  his  own  hands,  or  by 
the  hands  of  justice,  or  in  consequence  of  a  duel,  &c.  The  assured  was 
to  pay  the  premiun»  at  all  events :  and  the  latter  branch  of  the  covenant 
in  question  evidently  had  reference  to  the  proviso  in  the  policy  above 
adverted  to.  [Maulb,  J.  It  might  possibly  comprehend  the  payment 
of  any  fine  imposed  upon  the  assured  for  non-payment  of  the  premiums 
within  the  proper  time.]  The  words  *^  at  all  times  during  his  life,"  are 
the  governing  words  in  this  covenant :  and  they  show  that  the  construc- 
tion contended  for  on  the  other  side  cannot  be  correct.  The  intention 
of  the  covenant  was,  to  impose  upon  the  assured  certain  duties  and  lia» 
bilities  in  relation  to  this  policy  during  his  lifetime.  Upon  his  death, 
the  policy,  and  all  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  assured  were  at  an 
end.  [Mauls,  J.,  referred  to  Hides  v.  Petit,  Plowd.  Comm.  258,  where 
it  was  held  that,  if  a  joint-tenant  of  any  chattel  interest  commits  suicide, 
^the  right  to  the  whole  chattel  becomes  vested  in  the  King.  There,  r^ggj 
Sir  James  Hales,  a  judge  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  his  wife, 
were  joint-tenants  of  a  term  for  years :  Sir  James  drowned  himself,  and 
was  {onni  felo-de-se;  and  it  was  held  that  the  term  did  not  survive  to 
the  wife,  but  that  Sir  James's  interest  was  forfeited  to  the  King  by  the 
felony,  and  that  it  consequently  drew  the  wife's  interest  along  with  it.] 

(a)  1  Hawk,  P.  C.  Ch.  4,  p  29. 

(»)  Bale,  P.  C,  Book  I.  Ch.  1. 

(c)  And  sea  Baygter  ▼.  The  Earl  of  Fortsmoutk,  2  C.  a&  P.  178,  5.  B.  dt  C.  170,  7  D.  dt  R. 
614;  Bnmm  ▼.  Jodrttt,  3  C.  &  P.  30,  M.  &  M.  105;  Levy  ▼.  Baker,  M.  &  M.  106,  n;  5  M. 
k,  G.  670,  n. 
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To  hold  thb  covenant  broken,  under  the  circnmstanees,  would  be  a  most 
strained  and  violent  construction.  [TmDAL,  C.  J.  Did  not  the  deceased 
impliedlj  covenant  that  he  would  not  render  the  policy  abortive  bj 
destroying  himself?]    The  covenant  is  simply  an  aflirmative  covenant. 

Sir  T.  Wtlde^  Seijt.,  in  reply.  The  argument  already  urged  has 
received  no  answer  whatever.  [Maulb,  J.  Suppose  the  assured  had  been 
guilty  of  a  transportable  offence,  for  which  he  was  tried,  convicted,  and 
sentenced  to  transportation :  would  his  going  beyond  seas  under  such 
circumstances,  without  the  license  of  the  society,  be  a  breach  of  this 
covenant  7]  Unquestionably  it  would.  [Maulb,  J.  You  certainly  must 
go  that  length,  to  support  your  argum^nt.]  In  Piatt  on  Covenant8,(a) 
various  instances  are  given  of  covenants  that  have  received  a  larger 
interpretation  than  the  words,  taken  literally,  would  warrant.  Thus,(&) 
^^  where  a  lessee  covenanted  that  he  would,  at  all  times  and  seasons  of 
burning  lime,  supply  the  lessor  and  his  tenants  with  lime,  at  a  settled 
price,  for  the  improvement  of  their  lands  and  repair  of  their  houses — ^it 
was  held  that  this  covenant  also  implied  that  he  would  bum  lime  at  all 
such  seasons ;  and  that  it  was  not  a  good  defence,  to  plead  that  there 
was  no  lime  burned  on  the  premises,  out  of  which  the  lessor  could  be 
♦8931  ^^PP^®*="  *  The  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  (7otiU,  2  B.  &  Aid.  487. 
^  ^'  So,  where  the  lessee  covenanted  that  he  would,  at  all  times 
during  the  term,  fold  his  flock,  which  he  should  keep  upon  the  demised 
premises,  upon  such  parts  thereof  where  the  same  had  been  usually  folded, 
under  a  penalty  of  87.  a  time,  for  every  time  the  same  should  be  folded 
off  from  the  demised  premises,  or  on  any  other  part  thereof  than  where 
the  same  had  been  usually  folded ; — ^the  court  considered  that,  by  his 
covenant,  the  tenant  was  absolutely  bound  to  keep,  as  well  as  fold  a  flock  :*' 
Webb  V.  Flummery  2  B.  A;  Aid,  746.  No  doubt,  the  assured  here  would 
have  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  condition,  and  of  the  covenant,  if 
he  had  gone  abroad  without  obtaining  a  license :  the  objection  would  have 
been  the  going  abroad,  not  the  omission  to  obtain  a  license.  When  this 
man  threw  himself  into  the  river,  he  clearly  did  not  so  conduct  himself 
as  he  engaged  by  his  covenant  to  do.  [Tindal,  C.  J.  You  seem  to 
adopt  the  somewhat  quaint  reasoning  of  Dtbr,  0.  J.,  in  ffaUs  v.  Peik. 
"  The  felony,"  he  says,  "  is  attributed  to  the  act ;  which  act  is  always 
done  by  a  living  man,  and  in  his  lifetime,  as  my  brother  Brown  siud : 
for,  he  said.  Sir  James  was  dead ;  and  how  came  he  to  his  death  ?  It 
may  be  answered,  by  drowning.  And  who  drowned  him  ?  Sir  James 
Hales.  And,  when  did  he  drown  him  ?  In  his  lifetime.  So  that,  Sir 
James  Hales,  being  alive,  caused  Sir  James  Hales  to  die :  and  the  act 
of  the  living  man  was  the  death  of  the  dead  man.  And  then,  for  this 
offence,  it  is  reasonable  to  punish  the  living  man  who  committed  the 
offence,  and  not  the  dead  man.  But,  how  can  he  be  said  to  be  punished 
alive,  when  the  punishment  comes  after  his  death  ?    Sir,  this  can  be 

(a)  Pages  55,  et  Nq.  (k)  Page  57. 
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done  no  other  way  birt  by  divesting  ont  of  him,  from  the  time  of  the  aot 
done  in  his  lifetime,  which  was  the  cause  of  his  death,  *the  title  r^ooA 
and  property  of  those  things  which  he  had  in  his  lifetime/']  *" 
Referring  to  that  case,  in  a  note  to  2  Bla.  Gomm.  p.  409,  Professor 
Christian  observes :  ^^  This  mnst  have  been  a  case  of  notoriety  in  the 
time  of  Shakspeare ;  and  it  is  not  improbable  that  he  intended  to  ridicule 
this  legal  logic,  by  the  reasoning  of  the  grave-digger  in  Hamlet,  upon 
the  drowning  of  Ophelia.*'(a)  It  was  the  duty  of  the  covenantor  to  keep 
this  an  effective  policy,  not  only  by  doing  all  acts  necessary  on  his  part 
to  keep  it  alive,  but  by  abstaining  from  all  acts  tending  to  its  destruction. 
[Maxtle,  J.  Suppose  he  had  surrendered  the  policy  to  the  society:  that 
would  have  been  an  act  not  literally  within  the  terms  of  the  covenant; 
bat,  nevertheless,  it  would  have  been  a  breach  of  that  covenant.(()] 
Exactly  so.  The  court  must  look  at  the  covenant,  and  give  it  a  reason- 
able and  common-sense  construction.  (}ur.  adv.  vulL 

♦The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  (in  Hilary  term,  1847)  r^oqc 
sent : —  "• 

'*  We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel,  and  hav6  considered  it, 
and  are  of  opinion  that  John  Watson  Borradaile,  Charles  Hampden  Tur- 
ner, and  William  Cotton,  are  not  entitled  at  law,  under  the  aforesaid 
covenant  of  the  said  Rev.  William  Borradaile,  deceased,  contained  in 
the  said  indenture  of  the  26th  of  June,  1828,  to  recover  the  said  sum  of 
1000/.  from  the  said  Abraham  Borradaile,  as  executor  of  the  said  Rev. 
William  Borradaile. 

"T.  COLTMAN. 

«W.  H.  Maulb. 
"  C.  Ceesswell."(<?) 

M  Ael  V.  Scene  1.    And  see  Sir  J.  Hawkins*!  note  in  Stephen's  edition. 

Tlie  analogy  between  the  reasoning  of  the  lord  chief  justice  and  that  of  the  grave-digger  is 
not  very  obvious.  None  of  the  points  mentioned  by  Dyer  (who  states  a  very  sensible  proposi- 
tkni-  in  somewhat  quaint  language)  appear  to  be  touched,  or  glanced  at,  in  this  supposed 
pvody. 

(&)  In  7  Co.  Rep.  15  s,  it  is  said,  "  and  thereupon  the  case  in  tempt,  E.  1,  Cinenata  29,  and 
P.  N.  B.  was  put— that,  although  the  covenant  be,  that  he  leave  the  wood  in  as  good  plight, 
Ac,  at  the  end  of  the  term,  if  the  lessee  cuts  down  the  trees,  the  lessor  shall  presently  have 
an  action  of  covenant ;  for,  it  is  not  possible  that  he  leate  the  trees,  &c.,  at  the  end  of  the 
term ;  so  that  the  impossibility  of  the  act  shall  give  a  present  action  upon  ti  future  covenant.'* 
tV  case  in  Fits.  Abr.,  tit.  Cwemant,  pi.  29,  runs  thus:—**  En  tempe,  E.  1.  A  man  leased  a 
manor  ibr  a  term  of  years,  and  the  lessee  bound  himself  by  deed  to  leave  the  messuages  of 
the  manor,  and  all  that  was  within  the  manor,  in  as  good  state  as  he  Iiad  found  it  during  the 
term ;  and  afterwards  the  leasee  did  waste  in  the  messuages,  and  in  the  woods,  in  cutting  oaks, 
Jkc ;  and  the  lessor  brought  a  writ  of  covenant  during  the  term.  Mutford,  (Seijt.)  The  term 
is  not  passed ;  and  it  may  be,  that,  before  the  end  of  the  term,  it  shall  be  redressed.  There- 
fore judgment,  if  during  the  term,  action,  &c.  Bbsriitoton,  (Justice.)  You  have  done  waste 
in  wood.  How  can  yon  say  that  you  can  redress  that  f  &c.  Wherefore  the  defendsnt  pleaded 
aver*  4bc." 

In  Sir  Anthony  Jtfayne's  case,  5  Co.  Rep.  20,  it  was  held  that  an  action  of  covenant  lay 
during  the  continuance  of  the  term,  upon  a  covenant  to  grant  a  fresh  lease  at  the  expiration  (rf* 
tha  farm,  the  lessor  having  done  an  act  which  disabled  him  granting  a  further  lease.  And  see 
r,  N.  B.  145,  K. 

(c)  8oe  C/^T.  &ft«a&e,3Man.,  Or.dtS.437.    The  words  of  tha  eondition  in  that  poliey 
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were— 4h«t  the  policy  shoald  become  void  if  the  aasared  ahoold  die  on  the  high  eeae,  or  ebonld 
go  beyond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  the  military  or  naval  service,  except  with  the  permis- 
fion  of  the  assurers — and  that  "every  policy  by  a  person  on  his  or  her  own  life  should  be  void, 
if  such  person  should  commit  tuieide^  or  die  by  duelling  or  the  hands  of  justice."  The  eourt 
of  Elzchequer  Chamber  held, — ^by  the  opinions  of  five  judges  against  two, — that  the  terms  of 
the  condition  included  all  acts  of  voluntary  self-destruction ;  and  therefore,  that,  if  the  assured 
9^untarUy  killed  himself,  it  was  immaterial  whether  he  was  or  was  not,  at  the  time,  a  reapon- 
■ible  moral  agent. 
The  propriety  of  this  decision  is  understood  to  have  been  doubted  by  other  judges. 


*896]  *BAYLET  v.  BRADLEY. 

By  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  26th  of  June,  1810,  between  A.  (the  father  of  the  plaintiff) 
and  B.  (the  father  of  the  defendant), — reciting  a  former  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1601,  made 
between  W.  S.  and  M.  his  wife,  and  A.,  which  recited  that  M.  was  entitled  to  moiety  of 
lands  in  West  Fen,  and  to  two-thirds  for  life  or  for  some  other  estate  of  fi-eehold,  and  that 
A.  VHU  entitled  to  the  other  moiety  and  the  other  third  part^  respectively r  or  some  other  share 
of  the  same  lands,  for  some  estate  of  freehold,  &c. ;  and  by  which  W.  S.  and  M.  his  wil# 
demised  the  moiety  and  two-third  parts  respectively  of  M.  to  A.  for  forty  jrears  from  the  5th 
of  April,  1801, — A.  demised  to  B.,  amongst  other  premises,  the  lands  of  which  M.  was  by 
the  recital  in  the  lease  of  1801,  said  to  be  entitled  to  two-thu'ds  and  himself,  A.,  to  one-third 
(of  the  landa  in  West  Fen),  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  forty  years,  eioept  the  last 
ten  days. 

A.  died  in  1813,  and  B.  in  1818,  leaving  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  their  respective  repre- 
sentatives. 

The  defendant  continued  in  the  occupatioa  of  the  lands  in  West  Fen  down  to  the  time  of  the 
trial,~he  and  his  father  having  regularly  paid  rent  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  father  down  to 
Lady  Day,  1841,  when  the  lease  of  1801  expired. 

Ib  debt  for  use  and  oceiqpation  of  an  undivided  third  part  of  the  lands  in  West  Fen,  sinoe 
Lady  Day,  1841 : 

AU,  that  the  recital  in  the  lease  of  1801  wu  primd  facie  evidence  that  A.  was  entitled  to  one- 
third  of  the  lands  in  West  Fen,  in  fee : 

And  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  treat  the  defendant  as  a  tenant  at  sufferance  of  such  undi- 
vided third  part,  for  the  period  during  which  he  held  on  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease,  and 
to  sue  him  for  use  and  occupation  in  respect  thereof. 

SmMe,  that  the  estoppel  created  by  the  recital,  ceased  Jipon  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  one  undi- 
vided tliird  part  of  certain  lands  in  the  March,  in  the  Isle  of  EIj,  for 
three  years,  ending  on  the  25th  of  March,  1844. 

Plea,  never  indebted. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Aldbrson,  B.,  at  the  Camlmdge  summer 
assizes,  in  1845.     The  facts  appearing  in  evidence  were  as  follows : — - 

In  1783,  Elizabeth  and  Mary  Wakelin  were  entitled  in  moietiea, 
amongst  other  property,  to  280  acres  of  land  in  March  Fen. 

In  1764,  Mary  Wakelin  purchased  80  acres  of  land  in  West  Fen. 
«^Q71  *Upo^  ^G  marriage  of  Elisabeth  Wakelin,  in  1783,  with  Dr. 
* -I  Edward  Bayley  (the  father  of  the  plaintiff),  a  fine  was  levied, 
and  a  settlement  was  made,  under  which  Dr.  Bayley  eventually  became 
entitled  to  the  undivided  moiety  of  the  property  that  had  previously 
belonged  to  his  wife.  There  was  no  issue  of  this  marriage.  The  plaia- 
tiff  was  the  son  of  Dr.  Bayley  by  a  second  wife. 

In  1797  Mary  Wakelin  devised  all  her  real  estate,  in  general  terms, 
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to  Mrs.  Stf ong,  the  wife  of  Dr.  Strong,  for  life,  with  remainders  oyer. 
She  died  in  1798. 

On  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  a  lease  was  granted  hy  Dr.  and  Mrs. 
Strong  to  Dr.  Baylej,  of  a  moiety  of  the  230  acres  in  March  Fen,  and 
two-thirds  of  the  80  acres  in  West  Fen,  for  forty  years,  from  the  5th  af 
April  then  last.  It  recited  that  Mrs.  Strong  was  entitled  to  one  moiety 
flf  the  280  acres  and  to  two-thirds  of  the  80  acres,  for  the  term  of  her 
Kfe,  or  some  other  estate  of  freehold,  onder  the  will  of  Mary  Wakelin, 
<Hr  otherwise ;  and  that  Dr.  Bayley  was  entitled  to  the  other  moiety  and 
ether  third  part  respectirely,  or  some  other  share  of  the  same  farms, 
knds,  Ac.,  for  some  estate  of  freehold. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  26th  of  June,  1810,  made  between  Dr. 
Bayley,  the  father  of  the  plaintiff,  of  the  one  part,  and  George  Bradley, 
the  father  of  the  defendant,  of  the  other  part, — ^reciting  the  lease  of  the 
27th  of  July,  1801 ;  and  further  reciting  that  Mrs.  Margaret  Strong 
was,  at  the  date  of  the  said  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  seised  of 
some  estate  of  freehold,  under  the  will  of  Mary  Wakelin,  as  well  of  the 
said  two  nndiyided  third  parts  of  the  said  two  farms  containing  80  acres 
as  of  the  undivided  moiety  of  a  messuage  and  several  pieces  of  fen 
ground  adjoining  thereto ;  and  that  Dr.  Bayley  had  lately  sold  and  con- 
veyed to  the  said  George  Bradley,  the  other  undivided  moiety  of  the 
said  messuage  and  pieces  of  fen  ground,  and  had  agreed  to  demise  to 
him,  as  well  the  whole  of  the  said  two  farms  containing  the  80  acres 
*as  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  messuage  and  pieces  of  fen  ground,  p«oqa 
for  so  much  of  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  him.  Dr.  Bayley,  ■- 
under  the  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  as  was  thereinafter  men- 
tioned,— ^the  said  Dr.  Bayley  demised  to  George  Bradley  the  two  farms, 
containing  the  80  acres,  and  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  said  messuage 
and  pieces  of  fen  ground,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  forty  years, 
granted  by  the  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  except  the  last  ten 
days. 

Dr.  Bayley  died  in  1818,  leaving  the  plaintiff,  his  only  son,  and  real 
and  personal  representative. 

George  Bradley  died  in  1818,  and  his  son  and  executor,  the  defend- 
ant, continued  to  occupy  the  premises  in  question  until  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  on  the  5th  of  April,  1841,  paying  rent  to  the  plaintiff 
down  to  that  time ;  since  which  the  rent  for  the  entirety  of  the  80  acres, 
had  been  paid  to  Mrs.  Strong,  who  had  survived  her  husband,  and  was 
still  living. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected,  that,  assuming  the 
plaintiff  to  be  entitled  to  an  undivided  |tbird  part  of  the  80  acres,  his 
remedy  was  misconceived,  for  that  he  should  have  proceeded  by  eject- 
ment, and  not  by  an  action  for  use  and  occupation. 

The  learned  judge  thereupon  gave  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to 
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enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the  holding  oyer,  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease  of 
Jvljf  1810,  did  not  preclade  him  from  raising  the  question. 

The  defendant  then  put  in  a  deed  of  1764,  purporting  to  convey  to 
Mary  Wakelin  the  entirety  of  the  80  acres,  and  called  witnesses  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  Dr.  Bayley  had  no  title  to  any  part  of  the  80 
acres,  but  that  the  whole  was  in  Mrs.  Strong. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1810,  containing  the  recitals  above  referred 
to,  estopped  George  Bradley,  and  those  claiming  under  him,  from 
•^QQ1  '*'<^^^^^o'^^^^^^g  ^^0  ^^1^  so  recited ;  and  that  the  evidence  offered 
-I  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  failed  to  establish  Mrs.  Strong's 
title  to  the  whole  80  acres. 

It  being  agreed  that  there  was  nothing  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  the 
learned  judge  directed  them  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages 
82/.,  reserving  to  the  defendant  leave  to  move  that  a  verdict  might  be 
entered  for  him. 

ChanneUj  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1845,  accordingly  obtained  a 
rule  nisi. 

Byle8y  Serjt.,  and  O'Malley^  in  Easter  term  last,  showed  cause.  There 
was  no  distinct  evidence  to  show  how  Dr.  Bayley  had  acquired  an  interest 
in  the  80  acres.  But,  in  the  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  from  Dr. 
and  Mrs.  Strong  to  Dr.  Bayley — ^which  is  proved  by  the  recital  in  the 
indenture  of  the  26th  of  June,  1810 — one-third  of  the  80  acres  is  treated 
as  belonging  to  him ;  and  from  that  time  down  to  1841,  his  title  remained 
undisputed.  [Wildb,  G.  J.  Does  the  lease  operate  as  an  estoppel 
except  during  the  term  ?]  A  tenant  is  at  all  times  (a)  estopped  from  dis- 
puting the  title  of  his  landlord :  Richards  v.  Holditch^  2  Selw.  N.  P. 
10th  edit.  p.  1393,  n.  (2);  BaJh  v.  We^twood^  2  Gampb.  11;  Doe  A. 
Knight  v.  Lady  Smythe^  4  M.  &  Sel.  847 ;  Cooper  v.  Blandy^  1  N.  C. 
45,  4  M.  &  Scott,  562.  In  Doe  d.  BvXUn  v.  MOU,  2  Ad.  k  E.  17,  4 
N.  &  M.  25,  premises  being  in  possession  of  a  tenant  under  an  indenture 
of  lease,  a  party  claiming  them  by  an  alleged  title  adverse  to  that  of  the 
lessor,  and  prior  to  the  lease,  demanded  them  of  the  lessee,  and  ultimately 
obtained  possession  by  paying  him  20/.    The  landlord  afterwards  brought 
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^ejectment  against  the  party  so  in  possession,  the  term  having 


been  forfeited :  it  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  set  up  his 
adverse  title  against  the  landlord.  Patteson,  J.,  there  says :  "  I  can- 
not distinguish  this  case  from  Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Lady  Smythe.  It  is 
said  that  Williams  (the  lessee)  himself  was  not  let  into  possession  by  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  But  Williams  did  not  come  in  under  any  one 
else :  he  was  in  possession  without  leave ;  and,  when  Bullen,  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff,  came  to  him  and  said,  ^  You  have  no  right  to  the  pre- 
mises,' he  acquiesced,  and  took  a  lease  from  Bullen.  The  only  question, 
then,  is,  whether  the  defendant  came  in  under  Williams.  Now,  it  appears, 

(a)  Sed  Tide,  4  N.  dt  M.  29,  o;  Mui.,  Gr.  dt  S.  224,  889. ^      . 
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thftt,  after  having  claimed  the  property  from  Williams  as  his  right,  he 
paid  him  20L,  and  was  let  into  possession.  That  was  either  an  act  of 
collusion  between  Williams  and  him,  to  enable  him  to  dispute  the  land- 
lord's title,  or  a  purchase  by  him  of  Williams's  interest.  In  either  case, 
the  defence  was  inadmissible."  The  defendant  was  bound  by  the  same 
estoppel  that  bound  his  father.  [Y.  Willums,  J.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  estoppel  does  not  end  with  the  term.]  The  estoppel  is 
limited  in  point  of  extent ;  but  there  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  it  is 
limited  in  point  of  time.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  In  Co.  Litt.  47,  b,  it  is  said, 
that,  *^if  a  man  take  a  lease  for  years  of  his  own  land  by  deed  indented, 
the  estoppel  doth  not  continue  after  the  term  ended ;  for,  by  the  making 
of  the  lease  the  estoppel  doth  grow,  and,  consequently,  by  the  end 
of  the  lease,  the  estoppel  determines."  The  only  qualification  I  am 
aware  of,  that  has  been  engrafted  upon  that  rule,  is,  that  if  the  tenant 
eame  into  poisemon  under  the  lessor,  he  must  restore  the  possession 
before  he  disputes  the  title.]  If  the  estoppel  is  not  conclusive  upon  the 
defendant,  it  at  all  events  throws  upon  him  the  burthen  of  showing 
that  the  title  was  accepted  and  rent  paid,  under  misapprehension  or 
^mistake.  Here,  no  title  is  shown  in  Mrs.  Strong,  or  in  any  one  rmAQi 
else.  And  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  good  title  by  ^ 
possession,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  27,  even  as  against  Mrs.  Strong : 
Doe  d.  Corhyn  v.  Bramston^  3  Ad.  &  E.  63. 

Channellj  Serjt.,  and  Da$enty  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  first  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  misrecital,  in  the  deed  of 
1810,  of  the  lease  of  the  27th  of  July,  1801.  [Crksswkll,  J.  Tho 
lessee  and  his  representative  having  held  under  the  lease,  do^n  to  the 
end  of  the  term,  how  can  you  now  contend  that  the  recital  is  untrue  ?] 
The  estoppel,  at  all  events,  ceases  with  the  term.(a)  This  is  settled  by 
the  passage  cited  from  Co.  Litt.  47,  b.  It  is  quite  clear,  however,  that 
use  and  occupation  will  not  lie  here.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain 
such  an  action,  there  must  be  some  contract,  express  or  implied :  the 
mere  occupation  by  the  defendant  is  not  enough.  In  Freeman  v.  Jury^ 
Mood.  &  Malk,  19,  A.,  being  in  possession  under  a  lease  for  years,  under- 
let the  premises  from  year  to  year  to  the  defendants,  who  knew  tho 
extent  of  A.'s  interest.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  took  a  lease  of  the 
same  premises,  expectant  on  the  determination  of  A.'s  term ;  and  the 
defendants,  after  the  determination  of  A.'s  term,  continued  in  possession 
for  a  quarter  of  a  year,  when  they  paid  the  rent  for  that  period,  and 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  give  up  the  premises :  and  it  was  held,  in  an 
action  for  use  and  oeeupation  for  a  subsequent  period,  that  there  was  no 
eyidence  of  a  tenancy  continuing  beyond  that  quarter  of  a  year.  Abbott, 
C^.,  there  said :  ^*  The  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  unless  he  proves  a  new 

(•)  "  Bm  it  has  oontinuance  with  respect  to  all  things  which  occurred  during  the  terra : 
fm  Josw,  (the  reporter,  then  a  justice  of  K.  B.)i  in  BlundeU  t.  Bough,  Sir  W.  Jones,  317. 
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*4021  ^^^^^^8  tenancy  ^under  him.  A.*8  interest  expired  at  Christ- 
-*  mas,  1825,  and  the  defendants  were  aware  that  it  did  so :  their 
tenancy  from  year  to  year  under  A.  must,  therefore,  he  considered  as 
necessarily  expiring  at  that  time.  Then,  their  old  tenancy  being  deter* 
mined,  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  new  continuing  tenancy ;  for,  the  fact 
relied  on  admits  equally  well  of  a  difiFerent  construction. "(a)  [Wildb, 
C.  J.  There  was  no  actual  occupation  in  that  case  during  the  period  for 
which  the  rent  was  claimed.  And  Aldbrson,  J.,  in  a  subsequent  case,-^ 
Woodcock  V.  Nuth,  8  Bingh.  170,  1  M.  &  Scott,  817,  says:  "If  this 
case  depended  on  the  principle  said  to  have  been  laid  down  by  Lord  Tbi^- 
TBRDEN  in  Freeman  y.  Jury,  I  should  pause  before  I  gave  it  my  assent." 
In  truth,  the  case  has  no  application  whateyer  here.]  Pl€U^e  y.  Ashb^f 
9  Law  Journ.,  N.  S.,  K.  B.  174,  is  to  the  same  effect.  Li  Woodfall'i 
Landlord  and  Tenant,(()  it  is  said :  "An  action  for  use  and  occupation 
will  not  lie  where  the  title  is  in  dispute :  the  court,  therefore,  will  not 
try  a  title  by  such  an  action,  ejectment  being  the  proper  remedy:  this 
was  decided  in  a  case  before  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  by  Lord  Kbn* 
TON,  C.  J.,  wherein  the  action  was  brought  against  the  tenant  for  rent, 
while  the  heir-at-law  and  a  devisee  were  contesting  their  right  to  the  pre- 
mises. "(<?)  And  in  Birch  v.  Wrightj  1  T.  R.  878,  Buller,  J.,  says: 
^^  The  action  for  use  and  occupation  is  founded  on  contract;  and,  unless 
there  were  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  the  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained. The  action  for  use  and  occupation,  and  the  ejectment,  when 
applied  to  the  same  time,  are  totally  inconsistent ;  for,  in  one,  the  plain- 
*4031  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  defendant  is  his  tenant,  '''and  therefore  he  must  pay 
^  him  rent ;  in  the  other,  he  says  he  is  no  longer  his  tenant,  and 
therefore  he  must  deliver  up  the  possession.     He  cannot  do  both.'' 

There  was  evidence  to  show  that  the  plaintiff,  after  the  expiration  of 
the  lease  of  the  27th  July,  1801,  assented  to  the  defendants  holding  the 
entirety  of  the  80  acres  as  tenant  to  Mrs.  Strong.  {O'Malley  objected 
that  this  was  a  point  not  mentioned  at  the  trial.]  Cur.  adv.  vult 

Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  one  undivided 
ihird  part  of  certain  lands,  &c.,  for  three  years,  ending  on  the  25th  of 
March,  1844.     The  defendant  pleaded,  never  indebted. 

At  the  trial  before  Alderson,  B.,  the  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  an 
indenture  dated  the  26th  of  June,  1810,  made  between  Edward  Bayley 
(the  father  of  the  plaintiff)  of  the  one  part,  and  George  Bradley  (the 
fiither  of  the  defendant)  of  the  other  part.  This  deed  recited  a  former 
lease,  dated  the  27th  of  July,  1801,  and  made  between  the  Rev.  William 
Strong,  and  Margaret  his  wife,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said  Edward 
Bayley,  of  the  other  part,  which  recited  that  the  said  Margaret  wss 

(•)  It  had  been  suggested  by  SearUUt  that  there  migfat  have  been  a  taking  te  •  m^ 
quarter. 
(6)  5th  Edit,,  by  WoIIuton,  p.  64S. 
<e)  MS.  Hilary  term,  37  G.  3. 
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entitled  to  one  moiety  of  part,  and  to  tiro-tUrde  of  other  parts,  of  the 
w&femi  farme,  lands,  ftc,  thereinafter  mentioned,  or  some  of  them,  for 
the  term  of  her  life,  6r  some  other  estate  of  freehold,  nnder  the  will  of 
Ibary  WaJcelin,  or  othenrise,  and  that  the  said  Edward  Bajley  was 
entitled  to  the  other  moiety,  and  other  third  part,  respeotiyely,  or  some 
ether  share  of  the  same  farms,  lands,  &;c.,  for  some  estate  of  freeholdy 
sad  that  it  had  heen  agreed  that  the  said  William  and  Margaret  Strong 
should  lease  their  interest  in  the  said  farms,  lands,  &c.,  *to  the  ruLAQA 
said  Edward  Bayley ;  and  it  then  contained  a  demise  for  the  said  '- 
William  and  Margaret  Strong  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  a  farm  in 
If  arch  Pen,  and  two  nndivided  third  parts  of  two  farms  in  West  Pen, 
eofitaining  eighty  acres,  and  all  other  lands,  &;c.,  in  the  parish  of  March, 
ef  wUoh  the  said  Maohgaret  was  devised  of  any  estate  of  freehold,  under 
the  will  of  the  said  Mary  Wakelin, — ^to  hold  unto  the  said  Edward  Bay- 
ley,  for  the  term  of  forty  years  from  the  5th  of  April  then  last  past,  at 
the  rent  of  60/.,  payable  half-yearly.  After  these  recitals,  the  deed  of 
June  36th,  1810,  proceeded  further  to  recite  that  the  said  Margaret 
Strong  was,  at  the  date  of  the  said  lease  of  July  2Tth,  1801,  seised  of 
some  estate  of  freehold,  under  the  will  of  the  said  Mary  Wakelin,  as 
well  of  the  said  two  undivided  third  parts  of  the  said  two  farms  con- 
tttniBg  eighty  acres,  as  of  the  tindivided  moiety  of  a  messuage  and 
several  pieces  of  fen  ground  adjoining  thereto ;  and  that  the  said  Edward 
Bayley  had  lately  sold  and  conveyed  to  the  said  George  Bradley  the 
other  undivided  mOiety  of  the  said  messuage  and  pieces  of  fen  ground, 
and  had  agreed  to  demise  to  him,  as  well  the  whole  of  the  said  two 
&rmB  containing  the  eighty  acres,  as  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  mes-. 
soages  and  pieces  of  fen  ground,  for  so  much  of  the  remainder  of  the 
term  of  him,  the  said  Edward  Bayley,  under  the  lease  of  July  27th, 
1801,  as  was  thereinafter  mentioned :  and  then  followed  a  demise  from 
the  said  Edward  Bayley  to  the  said  George  Bradley,  of  the  two  farms 
containing  eighty  acres,  and  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  said  messuage 
and  pieces  of  fen  ground,  for  the  remainder  of  the  term  of  forty  years 
granted  by  the  lease  of  July  27th,  1801,  except  only  the  last  ten  days. 

It  was  then  proved  that  Edward  Bayley  (the  lessor)  died  in  1818, 
leaving  the  plaintiff,  his  only  son  and  real  and  personal  representative ; 
and  that  George  Bradley  (the  lessee)  died  in  1818,  leaving  the  defendant 
his  son  *and  personal  representative ;  that  George  Bradley  held  r^t^ng 
the  lands  demised  by  the  lea^e  of  1810,  until  his  death,  when  the 
defendant  succeeded  him  in  the  occupation,  and  continued  to  occupy  till 
the  time  of  the  trial ;  that  the  rent  was  regularly  paid,  by  George 
Bradley  and  the  defendant,  to  Edward  Bayley  and  the  plaintiff,  up  to 
Lady  Day,  1841,  when  the  lease  expired.  And  it  also  appeared,  that, 
in  December,  1841,  the  defendant  paid  to  Margaret  Strong  (who  was 
shown  to  be  still  alive,  having  survived  her  husband,)  rent  for  the  en- 
tirety of  the  eighty  acres. 

TOL.V.— 88  y2 
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On  this  eyidencoy  the  plamiiff  sought  to  recover  for  the  use  and  ooeo- 
pation  of  one  undivided  third  part  of  the  eighty  acres*  At  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  it  was  objected  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  an 
action  for  use  and  occupation  would  not  lie ;  and  that  the  plaintiff'ought 
to  have  brought  ejectment :  whereupon  the  learned  judge  gave  leave  to 
enter  a  nonsuit,  in  case  the  holding  on  after  the  expiration  of  the  lease 
did  not  raise  the  question  of  the  defendant  being  tenant,  or  holding  by 
sufferance  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  then  proceeded  to  call  witnesses,  and 
produce  documents,  which,  as  he  contended,  showed  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  maintain  the  action,  inasmuch  as  this  evidence  demon- 
strated that  neither  Edward  Bayley  or  the  plaintiff  had,  in  fact,  any 
title  to  the  undivided  third  part  of  the  eighty  acres,  but  that  it  was  in 
Mrs.  Strong. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted  that  the 
acceptance  of  the  lease,  and  the  recitals  therein,  estopped  the  defendant 
from  relying  on  such  evidence,  even  if  it  amounted  to  proof  of  want  of 
title,  which,  however,  he  denied. 

The  counsel  on  both  sides  agreeing  that  there  was  no  fact  in  dispute 
for  the  jury  to  settle,  the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff for  82/. ;  and  gave  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  him. 

*A(\ai       ^'^  ^^  having  been  obtained  accordingly,  three  questions  were 
^  discussed  in  the  argument  before  this  court, — first,  whether  tiie 
defendant  was  estopped  from  denying  the  plaintiff's  title;   secondly, 
whether,  supposing  there  was  no  estoppel,  the  defendant  had  succeed 
in  showing  that  the  title  was  not  in  Edward  Bayley  or  the  plaintiff 
in  Mrs.  Strong;  thirdly,  whether  the  action  for  use  and  occupat- 
would  lie,  supposing  that  the  defendant  had  failed  to  show  that  the  tiUe 
was  not  in  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  first  question,  the  court  was  of  opinion,  that,  at  all  events,  the 
lease  established  a  primd  faeie  case  of  title  in  the  plaintiff,  which  the 
evidence  adduced  by  the  defendant  was  not,  in  point  of  fact,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  sufficiently  strong  to  rebut ;  so  that,  even  sup- 
posing the  first  question  to  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  the 
second  must  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  third  question,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  objection  taken 
by  the  defendant  at  the  trial,  has  no  foundation;  for,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  a  right  to  treat  the  defendant  as  a  tenant  at  sufferance  of  the  undi- 
vided third  part  of  the  eighty  acres,  for  the  period  dtuing  which  he  held 
on  after  the  expiration  of  tho  leaee,  and  to  sue  him  for  use  and  occupa- 
tion in  respect  thereof. 

Another  ground  was  also  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  on 
the  agreement,  as  to  the  third  question,  viz.  that  the  evidence  adduced 
at  the  trial  showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  in  fact  assented  to  the  defend- 
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ant's  liolcUng  on  the  whole  of  the  eij^tj  acres  as  tenant  to  Mrs.  Strong. 
Bat,  on  reference  to  the  judge's  notes,  it  is  plain  that  no  such  point  was 
taken  at  the  trial ;  and,  conseqnentl  j,  we  think  that  the  defendant  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  to  raise  it  on  the  argument  upon  the  rale, — which 
must,  therefore,  be  discharged.  Rule  discharged. 


♦In  the  Matter  of  WILLIAM  PYNE,  Gentleman,  One,  Ac.  r^^^M 

Jan.  11.  L  ^"^ 

Where  a  judge  at  chambers,  in  the  exeroae  of  his  discretion,  in  referring  an  attorney's  bill  for 
tazBtion,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s.  37,  reserves  to  the  client  liberty  to  question  th# 
retainer,  and  restrains  the  attorney  from,  bringing  an  sction  upon  the  bill  pending  the  refe- 
renoe, — the  court  will  not  interfere,  without  strong  ground  for  so  doing. 

StmUe^  that  an  outlaw  brought  before  a  judge  by  summons,  is  entitled  to  be  heard  without 
reveraing  his  outlawry. 

On  the  27th  of  October  last,  the  following  order  was  made  by  Y. 
Wnj«TAMP,  J.,  upon  a  summons  taken  out  on  the  28d,  at  the  instance  of 
The  Right  Hon.  William-Richard-Arthur-Pole  Tyhiey-Long-Wellesley, 
commonly  called  Lord  Viscount  Wellesley : — 

**  Upon  hearing  the  attorneys  or  agents  on  both  sides,  I  do  order  that 
Mr.  William  Pyne's  bills  of  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements  in  the 
causes  and  matters,  deliyered  to  the  Right  Hon.  W.  R.  A.  P.  T.  Long 
Wellesley,  commonly  called  Lord  Viscount  Wellesley,  be  referred  to  the 
master  to  be  taxed ;  and  that  the  said  Mr.  Pyne  give  credit  for  all  sums 
of  money  by  him  receiyed  from  or  on  account  of  the  said  Lord  Viscount 
Wellesley ;  and  that  the  said  Mr.  Pyne  do  refund  what  (if  anything)  he 
may,  on  such  taxation,  appear  to  have  been  over  paid :  And  I  further 
order  that  the  sidd  Lord  Viscount  Wellesley  shall,  notwithstanding  this 
order,  and  the  taxation,  be  at  liberty  to  questwn  the  retainer  of  the  said 
William  Pyne :  And  I  further  order  that  the  master  do  tax  the  costs  of 
such  reference,  and  certify  what  shall  be  found  due  to  or  from  either  party 
in  respect  of  such  bUl  and  demand,  and  of  the  costs  of  such  reference,  to 
be  paid  according  to  the  event  of  such  taxation,  pursuant  to  the  statute; 
amd  that  the  eaid  Mr.  Pyne  be  restrained  from  commencing  or  proeecut- 
ing  any  action  or  suit  touching  etich  demand^  pending  euch  reference: 
And  I  further  order,  that,  upon  payment  by  the  said  Lord  Viscount 
Wellesley,  of  what  (if  anything)  may  appear  to  *be  due  to  the  said  r  «^Qg 
Mr.  Pyne,  the  said  Mr.  Pyne  do  deliver  to  the  said  Lord  Viscount  ^ 
WeUesley,  or  to  his  attorney,  all  deeds,  books,  papers,  and  writings  in 
his  possession,  custody,  or  power,  belonging  to  the  said  Lord  Viscount 


Keane,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  for  a  role  calling  upon  Lord 
Wellesley  to  show  cause  why  the  above  order  should  not  be  amended,  by 
striking  out  so  much  thereof  as  reserved  to  Lord  Wellesley  the  power  to 
question  the  retainer  of  Pyne,  and  also  so  much  thereof  as  directed  that 
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Pyne  should  be  resimned  from  oommencing  or  proeecuting  anj  aetfofl 
or  suit  touching  his  demand,  pending  the  taxation.  The  motion  was 
founded  upon  an  affidayit  of  Pyne't  attorney,  stating,  amongst  other 
things,  that,  on  the  24th  of  September,  hwt  past,  he  left  at  the  dwelling^ 
house  of  Lord  Wellesley,  at  the  Chateau  Invissj,  in  the  kingdom  of 
France,  a  signed  bill  of  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements  for  business 
done  by  the  said  William  Fyne,  as  attorney  and  solicitor  for  Lord  Wet 
lesley ;  that  the  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements  in  the  said  bill  so 
deUyered  by  the  deponent,  appeared  and  purported  to  be  due,  as  well  in 
respect  of  business  transacted  in  courts  of  law  and  equity,  as  of  business 
not  so  transacted,  during  a  period  of  fourteen  years ;  that  the  smn 
claimed  by  Pyne  in  respect  of  the  said  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements, 
including  cash  adyances  to  Lord  Wellesley,  was  17,045/.  18«.  Sd.,  aod, 
widi  interest  on  adyances,  the  claim  of  Pyne  amounted  to  19,000/.,  or 
thereabouts;  and^that  the  taxation  of  ^e  said  will  would  be  a  yery 
tedious  and  most  ezpensiye  proceeding,  and  might  last  a  yery  considara- 
ble  time.  It  was  submitted  that,  no  aotion  being  pending,  the  oonrt 
had  no  power  independently  of  the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  78 ;  and  that 
that  statute  gaye  the  court  no  authority  to  resenre  the  question  ct 
H091  '^^^^9  ^^^  *only  certain  circumstances,  to  restrain  ^e  bringmg 
"^  of  an  action  pending  the  taxation. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  these  matters  is  ratj 
extensiye, — ^almost  as  much  so  as  the  justice  of  llie  case,  as  between  attor- 
iiey  and  client,  can  require.  The  bill  in  this  casoi  which  runs  oyer  a  yery 
long  period  of  time,  was  not  deliyered  until  the  24th  of  September  htf  • 
J  think  it  reasonable  that  the  party  sought  to  be  charged,  should  haye  aa 
opportunity  of  questioning  not  only  the  amount,  but  also  his  liability  to 
any  part  of  the  bill.  Ihe  law  has  appointed  a  particular  tribunal  for 
ascertaining  the  proper  amount  of  the  attorney's  bill :  but  it  neyer  wss 
intended  to  exclude  the  client  from  denying  his  liability  altogether.  The 
oourt  is  to  restrain  the  attorney  from  bringing  an  action  pending  the  tax- 
^tion,  in  the  absence  of  any  reason  for  allowing  it  to  proceed.  Probsfcly 
the  better  course  will  be,  to  take  a  rule,  calUng  on  Lord  WdUesIey  to  show 
cause  why  the  order  of  my  brother  Williams  should  not  be  amended  by 
striking  out  so  much  thereof  as  restrains  Pyne  from  oommencing  or  pro- 
secuting any  action  or  suit  to  recoyer  his  bills  of  costs  in  such  order 
mentioned,  execution  in  such  action  or  suit  respectiyely  being  stayed  until 
after  the  taxation  of  the  said  bills. 

A  rule  nisi  haying  accordingly  been  granted, 

WhiUhurst  and  ffugh  JStU  now  diowed  cause.  The  affidavits  filed  in 
opposition  to  the  rule,  stated,  that  the  bills  deliyered  to  Lord  Wellesley 
^ere* fourteen  in  number:  that  the  first  of  them, — amounting  to  a  sum 
exceeding  7500/.,  and  commencing  in  the  year  1830,  which  was  four  years 
before  Lord  Wellesley  attained  his  majority, — apparentiy  rdated  l^ 
Ijwipnessdoiie  for  his  father,  the preM  tba^*^*^ 
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^balance  vas  due  upon  the  cash  acconnt  from  Pyiie  to  Lord  r-^.^^ 
Wellesley ;  that  the  judgments  of  outlawry  were  signed  against  ^ 
"Bjne  in  September,  1843,  and  in  June  and  September,  1844,  respectively, 
which  were  still  unrerersed ;  that,  by  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  23d 
of  April,  1845,  Pyne  assigned  to  one  Robert  Hume  all  his  interest  in  the 
supposed  debt  due  to  him  from  Lord  Wellesley ;  and  that  Pyne  is  now 
residing  out  of  the  jurisdiotion  of  the  court,  viz.  at  Calais,  in  the  kingdom 
of  Prance. 

The  first  answer  to  this  rule  is,  that,  Pyne  being  at  this  moment  an 
outlaw,  he  is  not  in  a  condition  to  make  any  application  to  the  court, 
except  for  the  mere  purpose  of  reversing  the  outlawry :  Louku  v.  HoU 
kocA,  4  Bingh.  419, 1  M.  &P.  126 ;  Aldrtdgey.  BuUer,2M  &  W.  412, 
ffamlin  v.  Ora9slejfy  8  Ad.  &  E.  677,  682.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Li  the 
case  of  MaudeTy  in  re,  6  Q.  B.  867,  an  outlaw,  for  his  own  benefit,  move4 
to  have  an  attorney's  bill  taxed.  Lord  Dbnmak  there  says :  ^^  This  is  a 
case  to  which  the  general  rule  applies.  A  party  outlawed  comes  before 
us  moving,  for  his  own  ben^t,  that  an  attorney's  bill  of  costs  be  taxed. 
He  cannot  make  that  motion.  He  can  only  apply  to  set  aside  the  out- 
lawry. If  an  action  were  brought  against  him,  the  case  would  be 
daiSerent."  Wildb,  C.  J.  The  reason  is,  that  he  can  have  no  interest 
in  the  matter ;  all  his  property  is  in  the  orowp.]  Thai  may  be  one  reason ; 
Vat  another  and  probably  a  better  one,  is,  that  mentioned  by  Pabee,  J., 
in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  Lonke^  v.  Solbeac\  viz.  that,  *'  by 
his  contumacy,  he  is  out  of  the  king's  protection,  %nd,  shiJl  have  no  privilege 
or  benefit  from  that  law  of  which  he  is  a  violator,  n^nd  to  which  he  refuses 
to  be  amenable."  [Wildjeb,  G.  J.  The  difficulty  I  feel  is  this,— you  come 
and  obtain  an  orcler  against  him :  does  it  lie  in  your  mouth  now  to 
*arge  that  he  is  not  in  a  condition  to  be  heard,  for  the  purpose  of  r^^j^^^ 
in^ftt^Tig  that  that  order  shall  be  in  a  proper  form.]  ^ 

Another  ground  of  objection  is,  that  Pyne  has  parted  with  all  hi9 
interest  in  the  subjectrmatter,  to  Hume,  and,  therefore,  that  it  is  not 
competent  to  him  to  make  this  application  on  his  own  behalf. 

Under  the  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  it  was  imperative  on  the  learned  judge^ 
to  make  the  order  in  its  present  form.  The  S7th  section  enacts,  ^^  that,  from 
and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  no  attorney  or  solicitor,  nor  any  executor^ 
administrator^  or  assignee  of  any  attorney  or  solicitor,  shall  commence  or 
mynfaLin  any  action  or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  any  fees,  charges,  or  dis- 
bursements for  any  business  done  by  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  until  the 
expiration  of  one  month  after  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  executor,  admior 
istrator,  or  assignee  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  shall  have  delivered  untp 
the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  sent  by  the  post  to,  or  left  for  him  at 
his  counting-house,  office  of  business,  dwelling-house,  or  last  known  place 
of  abode,  a  bUl  of  such  fees,  charges,  and  disbursements,  and  which  biU 
shall  either  be  subscribed  with  the  proper  hand  of  such  attorney  or  soU* 
citor  (or,  u\  the  case  of  a  partnership,  by  any  of  the  partners,  either 
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with  hifl  own  name,  or  with  the  name  or  style  of  such  partnership),  or 
of  the  executor,  administrator,  or  assignee,  of  snch  attorney  or  solicitor, 
or  he  inclosed  in,  or  accompanied  hy,  a  letter  suhscribed  in  like  manner, 
referring  to  such  bill :  and,  upon  the  application  of  the  party  chargeable 
by  such  bill,  within  such  manth^  it  shall  be  lawful,  in  case  the  business 
contained  in  such  bill,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  haye  been  transacted  in 
the  high  court  of  Chancery,  or  in  any  other  court  of  equity,  or  in  any 
matter  of  bankruptcy  or  lunacy,  or,  in  case  no  part  of  such  business 
shall  have  been  transacted  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  for  the 
♦4121  *^^'^  High  Chancellor  or  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  and,  m  case 

any  part  of  such  business  shall  have  been  transacted  in  any  other 
court,  for  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  Exchequer,  court  of 
Common  Pleas  at  Lancaster,  or  court  of  Pleas  at  Durham,  or  any  judge 
of  either  of  them,  and  they  are  hereby  respectively  required,  to  refer  such 
bill,  and  the  demand  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  executor,  administrar 
tor,  or  assignee,  thereupon,  to  be  taxed  and  settled  by  the  proper  officer 
of  the  court  in  which  such  reference  shall  be  made,  without  any  money 
being  brought  into  court ;  and  the  court  or  judge  making  such  reference 
%haU  restrain  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  executor,  administrator,  or 
assignee  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  from  commencing  any  action  or 
suit  touching  such  demand,  pending  such  reference :  and,  in  case  no  such 
application  as  aforesaid  shaJl  be  made  within  such  month  as  aforesaid, 
then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  reference  to  be  made  as  aforesaid,  either 
upon  the  application  of  the  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  the  executor,  admin- 
istrator  or  assignee  of  the  attorney  or  solicitor,  whose  bill  may  have 
been  so  as  aforesaid  delivered,  sent,  or  left,  or  upon  the  application  of 
the  party  chargeable  by  such  bill,  with  such  directions,  and  subject  to 
such  conditions,  as  the  court  or  judge,  making  such  reference,  shall  think 
proper ;  and  such  court  or  judge  may  restrain  such  attorney  or  solicitor, 
or  the  executor  or  administrator,  or  assignee  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor, 
from  commencing  or  prosecuting  any  action  or  suit  touching  such  demand, 
pending  such  reference,  upon  such  terms  as  shall  be  thought  proper: 
provided  always,  that  no  such  reference  as  aforesaid  shall  be  directed 
upon  an  application  made  by  the  party  chargeable  with  such  bill,  aflcr  a 
Terdict  shall  have  been  obtained,  or  a  writ  of  inquiry  executed,  in  any 
action  for  the  recovery  of  the  demand  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor,  or 
♦4181  ^^^^^^^'^j  •administrator,  or  assignee  of  such  attorney  or  solicitor, 

or  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months  after  such  bill  shall  have 
been  delivered,  sent,  or  left,  as  aforesaid,  except  under  special  circum- 
stances, to  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  or  judge  to  whom 
the  application  for  such  reference  shall  be  made ;  and,  upon  every  such 
reference,  if  either  the  attorney  or  solicitor,  or  the  executor,  adminis- 
trator, or  assignee  of  the  attorney  or  solicitor,  whose  bill  shall  have  been 
delivered,  sent,  or  left,  or  the  party  chargeable  with  such  bill,  having 
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due  notioe,  shall  refuBe  or  neglect  ta  attend  such  taxation,  the  o£Soer  to 
vhom  Bnch  reference  shall  be  made,  may  proceed  to  tax  and  settle  such 
bill  and  demand  ex  parte.''  The  clause, — ^after  providing  for  the  costs 
of  taxation,  empowering  the  conrts  and  judges  respectively,  to  order  the 
delivery  of  a  biU,  and  the  delivering  up  of  papers,  &c.,  and  providing 
vhat  shall  be  evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the  bill, — concludes,  with  a 
proviso,  that  ^'  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  judge  of  the  superior  courts  of 
law  or  equity,  to  authorize  an  attorney  or  solicitor  to  commence  an  action 
or  suit  for  the  recovery  of  his  fees,  charges,  or  disbursements,  against 
the  party  chargeable  therewith,  although  one  month  shall  not  have 
expired  from  the  delivery  of  a  bill  as  aforesaid,  on  proof,  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  said  judge,  that  there  is  probable  cause  for  beCeving  that 
such  party  is  about  to  quit  England."  And  the  43d  section  enacts,  ^'  that, 
upon  the  taxation  and  settlement  of  any  such  biU,  the  certificate  of  the 
officer  by  whom  such  bill  shall  be  taxed,  shall  (unless  set  aside,  or  altered 
by  order,  decree,  or  rule  of  court,)  be  final  and  conclusive  as  to  the 
amount  thereof;  and  payment  of  the  amount  certified  to  be  due,  and 
directed  to  be  paid,  may  be  enforced  according  to  the  course  of  the  court 
in  which  such  reference  shall  be  made :  and,  in  case  such  reference 
shall  be  made  in  any  court  of  common  law,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such 
oourt,  or  any  judge  ^thereof,  to  order  judgment  to  be  entered  up  rmA-iA 
£>r  such  amount,  with  costs,  unU^  the  retainer  shall  be  disputed^  ^ 
or  to  make  such  other  order  thereon  as  such  court  or  judge  shall  deem 
proper."  Wherever  the  statute  intended  to  give  a  discretion  to  the 
eoort  or  a  judge,  it  has  done  so  in  plain  language.  Assuming  that  the 
learned  judge  here  had  a  discretion,  having  exercised  it,  the  court  will 
not  interfere :  The  King  v.  The  Archbieh^  of  Yarkj  1  Ad.  &  E.  394 ; 
Shireff  V.  Lady  Chreeley^  4  Ad.  &  E.  339.  If  the  court  should  be  dis- 
posed to  vary  the  order,  by  allowing  Fyne  to  commence  an  action  pend- 
ing the  reference,  it  should,  at  all  events,  be  imposed  upon  him  as  a  con- 
dition, that  he  should  give  security  for  costs,  as  he  is  shown  to  be  residing 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Keane^  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  first  question  is,  whether  Fyne 
18  in  a  situation  to  make  this  application.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Assume,  for 
the  present,  that  the  case  is  properly  before  the  court ;  and  address 
yourself  to  the  question  whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  in 
which  Fyne  is  placed,  the  order  ought  to  be  amended  in  the  way  pro- 
posed.3  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  that  made  it  imperative  on  the 
judge  to  make  the  order  in  this  form.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  The  order  would 
have  been  unexceptionable,  but  for  the  words  enabling  Lord  Wellesley 
to  question  the  retainer.  It  would  have  been  precisely  within  the  act. 
What  difficulty  is  introduced  by  the  insertion  of  those  words?]  The 
substantial  ground  of  complaint  is,  that  Fyne's  remedy  by  action  is  post- 
poned to  a  distant  and  indefinite  period.  If  Fyne  is  resident  out  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  he  must  of  course  find  security  for  costs :  and, 
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if  an  outlaw,  the  otttlainy  nmt  be  rereraedy  befinrid  any  aetkm  ean  be 

commenced  in  his  name. 

*4151  ^^^^^^y  C.  J.  In  tine  case,  the  client  makes  an  applicatieti 
-^  to  tax  his  attorney's  biU  within  a  month.  The  87th  section  of 
the  statute  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  78,  contemplates,  under  these  circumstances, 
that  a  certain  order  shall  be  made, — ^amongst  other  things,  restraining 
the  attorney  from  bvinging  an  action  pending  the  taxation.  It  abo 
appears  by  the  statute,  that  there  are  certain  cases  in  which,  though  the 
bill  is  referred  for  taxation,  it  is  yet  open  to  the  party  to  question  the 
retainer ;  for,  by  the  latter  part  of  the  48d  section,  it  is  enacted,  that, 
^Mn  case  such  reference  shall  be  made  in  any  court  of  common  law,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  such  court,  or  any  judge  thereof,  to  order  judgment 
to  be  entered  up  for  stich  amount,  with  costs,  unles9  the  retainer  shall  h$ 
disptUedj  or  to  make  such  other  order  thereon  as  such  court  or  judgs 
shall  deem  proper."  What  it  may  be  necessary  for  the  party  to  do  to 
entitle  himself  to  the  benefit  of  that  proyision,  may  be  a  little  uncertain. 
Possibly,  if  he  applies  for  an  order  to  tax,  without  giving  any  intimatioA 
of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  retainer,  it  may  be  considered  too  late  to 
question  it  afterwards.  Upon  tiie  present  occasion,  holr ever,  the  order 
is  precisely  in  the  form  contemplated  by  the  statute,  with  the  single 
exception  of  the  introduction  of  the  words — **  and  I  farther  otier  that 
the  said  Lord  Viscount  Wellesley  shall,  notwithstanding  the  order,  and 
the  taxation,  be  at  liberty  to  queetion  the  retainer  of  the  said  William 
Pyne."  It  may  be  doubtM  whether  the  party  was  entitled,  as  of  riglrt, 
to  have  that  provision  incorporated  in  the  order.  Possibly  its  insertion 
might  be  a  favour  to  him.  But,  assuming  that  he  was  not  strictly 
entitled  to  have  those  words  inserted, — supposing  it  to  be  a  matter  of 
discretion  for  the  judge, — has  that  discretion  been  properly  exercised! 
It  appears  that  Pyne's  claim  is  contained  in  fourteen  several  bills. 
^A-igi  From  some  of  the  items  in  *the  first  biU, — which  is  a  very  largo 
^  one, — ^it  is  manifestly  apparent  that  it  is  a  bill  for  business  done 
for  some  other  person.  It  is  sworn  that  Lord  Wellesley,  the  party  who 
seeks  to  have  the  bills  taxed,  did  not  attain  his  majority  until  about  four 
years  after  the  time  at  which  that  bill  commences:  and  there  are  other 
circimistances  that  tend  to  show  that  there  is  some  colourable  ground 
for  disputing  the  retainer.  Is  it  not  better  that  early  notice  should  be 
given  of  the  party's  intention  to  dispute  the  retainer  ?  Was  it  an  un- 
reasonable exercise  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  learned  judge  to 
give  him,  in  the  first  instance,  an  opportunity  of  recording  his  intention 
in  that  respect  ?  It  seems  to  me  that  it  was  not ;  as,  otherwise,  it  would 
be  leaving  it  open  to  doubt,  whether  the  disputing  the  retainer  was  not 
an  afterthought.  Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  insertion  of  that  clause 
in  the  order  was  a  proper  exercise  of  discretion. 

Then,  should  Pyne  be  allowed  forthwith  to  bring  an  action  T    It  is 
sworn  l^t  a  balance  to  a  large  amount  is  due  to  Lord  Wellesley  on  the 
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ciA  aoooimt;  thai  F^  has  been  ontliiir^  ana  18  now  resident  in' 
Fnaice ;  and  that  he  has  aaaigned  all  his  interest  in  the  bills  of  costs  in 
question.  Ills  said  that  the  taxation  will  be  a  rery  tedions  and  expen^ 
sore  a&ir.  Sa  would  an  action  be.  The  party  who  is  seeking  to  pro- 
ceed to  trial  before  the  taseation  is  gone  into,  stands  in  a  very  peculiar 
pesitioo^  affording  no  very  bright  proqpect  of  costs  to  a  snccessful  oppo- 
nent. It  certainly  is  a  somewhat  extracnrdinsry  circnmstance,  that  an 
attorney  should  allow  his  bills  of  costs  to  accnmolate  for  snch  a  length 
of  time ;  and  it  gives  him  no*  clidm  to  special  indnlgenoe*  The  statute 
providing  that  the  client  may  dispute  the  retainer,  what  is  there  to  relieve 
the  attorney  from' being  restrained  from  bringing  an  action  at  the  outset? 
AssHining  that  the  introduction  of  the  words  complained  *of,  was  r:^4;iiT 
a  favour  granted  to  the  applicant,  I  think  they  were  under  the  ^ 
circumstances  vei^  properly  introduced,  and  that  they  impose  no  undue 
burthen  upon  the  attorney. 

Passing  by,  therefore,  the  objections  to  Pyne's  right  to  be  heard  before 
the  court,  I  think  he  has  not  shown  any  ground  for  his  pr^ent  applica- 
tion, and  that  the.  rule  diould  be  disdiarged,  with  costs. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  also  think  this  rule  should  be  discharged.  I  wiH 
assume  AmI  Ifjnef  having  heem  brought  by  summons  before  the  judge,  is 
in  a  position  to  be  heard.  The  question  is,  whether  my  brother  Williams 
did  right  in  introducing  the  terms-  that  are  complained  of  in  his  order. 
The  language  of  the  37th  section  of  the  act  is  not  very  lucid.  I  will^ 
therefore,  simply  consider.tiie  case  as  one  in  which  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  is  called  in  question.  On  behalf  of  Pyne  it  is  said  that  it  is  hard 
that  his  action  should  be  postponed  for  an  indefinite  time.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  urged  that  it  is  a  still  greater  hardship  on  the  client  to  be 
compelled  to  defend  an  action  brought  by  a  person  in  Pyne's  circum- 
stances, when  nothing  is  due  to  him.  Pyne  does  not  choose  to  avail 
himself  of  the  offer  that  the  retainer  shall  be  inquired  into  before  the 
master.  If  the  discretion  of  the  learned  Judge  was  grounded  upon  that 
circumstance,  I  should  hold  it  to  have  been  well  exercised  in  refusing  to 
allow  an  action  to  be  brought  pending  the  reference. 

y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Bule  discharged,  with  costs. 


*Ex  parte  WILLIAM  COBBETT.    Jan.  17.  [*418 

Tlie  court  r«ib8ed  to  grant  a  haheaa  eorjma  to  a  priaoner  in  enatody  under  proceaa  out  of  the 
ooort  of  chancery,  applied  for,  on  the  ground  that  the  keeper  of  the  Queen* a  prison  had  im- 
properly reiDOT^  him  to  a  part  of  the  priaon  provided  for  priaonera  of  a  particular  claaa. 

Ths  prisoner  being  in  custody  in  the  Queen's  prison  upon  an  attach-  ^ 
ment  for  non-payment  of  costs  in  a  suit  in  Chancery,  wherein  one  Old- 
field  was  plaintiff,  the  detaining-creditor,  on  the  4th  of  December,  1847, 
obtained  and  served  a  vesting  order  of  the  court  for  the  relief  of  insolvent 

vol.  v.— 84  Z 
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debtorB)  pursuant  to  the  statute  1  &  2  Tict.  c.  110,  s.  69,  ordering  the 
prisoner  within  fourteen  days  to  deliver  into  court  a  schedule  of  his  pro- 
perty, &c.,  together  with  all  books,  papers,  &c.  The  prisoner  was  there- 
upon removed  to  that  part  of  the  prison  provided  by  the  17th  section  of 
the  5  Vict.  sess.  2,  c.  22,  for  prisoners  described  as — ^^Olass  No.  1. 
Debtors  remanded  by  the  commissioners  of  the  court  for  the  relief  of 
insolvent  debtors,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  or  for  refusing  to  file  a  sche- 
dule of  their  property." 

He  now  (by  his  wife)  applied  for  a  habeas  eorpm,  to  remove  him  from, 
what  he  submitted  was,  an  illegal  custody,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  in 
substance  that  he  had  never  been  summoned  or  taken  before  the  insolvent 
court,  and  consequently  was  not  a  prisoner  under  demand,  withm  Class 
No.  1. 

Wilde,  0.  J.  This  court  has  no  power  to  interfere  in  the  matter. 
The  prisoner  is  in  custody  under  process  issuing  out  of  the  court  of 
Chancery.  If  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  prison  is  acting  improperly  in 
M191  P'^^S  ^^  ^  ^^  particular  part  of  the  prison  of  *which  he 
complains,  the  ordinary  means  of  redress  for  the  wrong,  are  open 
to  him. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  The  prisoner  took  nothing. 


ENGSTROM  v.  BBIOHTMAN.    Jan.  26. 

The  court  refused  to  allow  a  special  case,  stated  under  a  judge's  order  pursuant  to  the  3  &  ^ 
W.  4,  c.  42,  8.  25,  to  be  argued,  where  the  court  was  to  draw  inferences  from  the  facts  stated, 
as  a  jury  might,  and  liberty  was  resenred  to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special  verdict 

This  was  a  special  case,  stated  under  a  judge's  order,  made  by  con- 
sent pursuant  to  the  statute  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42,  s.  25,(a)  and  containing 
amongst  other  things,  a  clause  enabling  the  court  to  draw  any  inferences 
from  the  facts  which  a  jury  might  have  drawn,  and  reserving  liberty  to 
either  party  to  turn  the  case  into  a  special  verdict. 

Upon  the  case  being  called  on  for  argument,(() 

Maulb,  J.,  said :  I  do  not  concur  in  the  practice  of  giving  the  parties 

an  option  to  turn  a  special  case  into  a  special  verdict,  where  the  court 

has  to  draw  inference  from  the  facts  stated.     The  probable  consequence 

♦4201  ^^  ^^^^  *  *^*®  ^^  things,  is,  that  the  court  of  error  has  to  ♦deal 

■*  with  a  totally  different  set  of  facts  from  those  upon  which  the 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  parties  in  any  action  or  information,  after 
iMoe  joined,  by  consent,  and  by  order  of  any  of  the  judges  of  the  said  superior  courts,  to  state 
the  facts  of  the  case  in  the  form  of  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  to  agree  that 
a  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant,  by  confession  or  oinMefrttt- 
9M,  immediately  afler  the  decision  of  the  case  or  otherwise,  as  the  court  may  think  fit,  and 
judgment  ahall  be  entered  accordingly." 

(ft)  Peacock  (with  whom  was  Oumnd,  Serjt.)  was  to  have  argued  for  the  plaintiff,  and  JK- 
SmUh  (with  whom  was  Kmglake,  Seijt.),  for  the  defendant 
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judgment  of  the  court  below  is  foundecL  The  S5th  section  of  tbe  8  fc  4 
W.  4,  c  42)  seems  studiously  to  omit  all  mention  of  special  verdicts, 
Hiere  i9  no  absolute  agreement  of  the  parties  in  this  case  to  submit  them- 
selyee  to  the  decision  of  the  court,  and  therefore  I  think  the  case  is  not 
within  the  statute. 

CsBSSWBLL,  J.  There  is  great  difficulty  in  framing  a  special  verdict, 
where  the  court  is  left  to  draw  inferences.  We  may  be  unanimous  in 
oar  decision :  and  yet  may  not  all  draw  the  same  inferences  from  the 
faotsstated. 

It  being  afterwards  agreed  that  the  parties  should  be  finally  bound  by 
the  dedsbn  of  the  court,  the  case  was  allowed  to  remain  in  the  paper. 


BATTY  V.  MARRIOTT.    Jan.  22. 

Wben  the  party  who  hai  to  ihow  cauie  agiinst  a  nile,  moToa  to  enlarga  it,  it  is  ki$  dnty  to 
drsw  up  mad  mnt  the  rale  for  that  purpose ;  where  a  rule  is  enlai;ged  by  consent,  it  is  the 
Aity  of  the  party  who  originaUy  moved  the  rule,  to  keep  alive,  by  drawing  up  and  serving  the 
enlsrged  rule. 

Dmr  for  money  had  and  received.  Flea,  never  indebted.  At  the 
trial,  before  the  undersheriff  of  Yorkshire,  it  appeared  that  the  action 
was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  deposited  with  the  plaintiff  to 
abide  the  event  of  a  foot-race,  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  the  win- 
ner.   A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

S.  SUlj  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  or 
a  new  trial.  He  moved  upon  a  copy  of  the  undersheriff 's  notes  not  veri- 
fied by  affidavit :  but  he  stated  that  the  attorneys  on  both  sides  agreed  that 
the  copy  was  correct.  [WIldb,  0.  J.  If  the  other  *side  do  not  r^c^oi 
take  the  objection,  I  do  not  see  why  we  should.]  ■- 

The  rule  having  been  enlarged,  by  consent,  until  the  first  day  of  the 
present  term, 

JET.  SUl  appeared  to  support,  but  no  one  was  instructed  to  oppose  it ; 
and  therefore  the  rule  was  made  absolute. 

The  officer  declining  to  draw  up  the  rule,  on  the  ground  that  the  ori- 
ginal rule  had  dropped,  no  rule  to  enlarge  it  having  been  drawn  up, 

JTl  SUl  applied  for  the  direction  of  the  court.  The  rule  having  been 
enlarged  by  c<m%ewt,  it  was  as  much  the  duty  of  one  party  as  of  the  other 
to  draw  up  the  rule  for  that  purpose.  Li  practice,  enlarged  rules  are 
never  in  fact  served.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Enlarged  rules  are  always  served 
in  this  court.  Not  having  been  served,  it  was  very  natural  that  the 
plaintiff  should  instruct  no  one  to  appear  for  him.]  In  an  Ammymou» 
case  in  B.  B.,  H.  T.  1804,  1  J.  P.  Smitii,  199,  it  is  said  not  to  be 
necessary  to  serve  enlarged  rules,  both  parties  being  before  the  court. 
[Maulb,  J.  The  master  tells  me  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  party  who 
originaUy  moved  the  rule,  to  keep  it  on  foot  by  drawing  up  and  serving 
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;a  rule  for  enlaarging  it  by  consent.  Wildb,  C.  J.  I  eertaSuly  nerer 
Jmew  that  practice  to  be  questioned.]  It  is  nnqnestionabiy  otherwise  in 
both  the  other  courts.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff,  no  doabt,  relied 
>,upon  the  practice  of  this  court.]  That  bdng  so,  the  court  will  probabfy 
not  think  it  unreasonable  that  the  rule  should,  under  the  circumstancee, 
.be  revived. 

♦4.991  *WiLDE,  C.  J.  Where  the  party  who  has  to  show  cause  againBt 
-I  a  rule,  moves  to  enlarge  it,  it  is  hkt  duty  to  imw  up  and  serve 
the  rule  for  that  purpose.  Where  the  rule  is  enlarged  by  oonsent,-^«i 
^Appears  to  have  been  the  case  here, — that  duty  devolves  upon  the  party 
whose  interest  it  is  to  ^ep  the  rule  alive.  If  he  omits  to  draw  up  tte 
rule,  he  is  taken  to  have  abandoned  it.  Under  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances, however,  we  think  we  may  deal  with  this  rule  as  we  would  have 
done  on  the  last  day  of  the  last  term ;  and  that  it  may  stand  enlu*ged, 
to  come  on  as  an  ordinary  motion.  B«de  accordingly. 


DOE  d.  GAINS  v.  BOUSE.    Jan.  15. 

The  testator,— ^o  had  a  wife  Mary,  to  irtwm  he  was  married  in  1894,  and  who  aorviTed 
him, — ^in  1840  went  through  the  ceremony  of  marriage  with  «  woman  whose  Christian  name 
was  Caroline,  and  who  continued  to  reside  with  him  to  the  time  of  his  death.  Shortly  beibra 
his  decease,  he,  by  his  will,  devised  certon  pioperty  to  "  ray  dear  wife  Caroline,  her  heirs, 
^c,  ahsolately:*'— HsU,  that  Caroline  took  under  this  devise,  notwitkstondii^K  tfaeeatire 
description  was  not  applicable  to  her. 

This  was  an  action  of  ^eetment  brought  to  reoo^r  possession  of  cer- 
.tain  premises  in  Osbom  Stareet,  Whitechapel. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wildb,  0.  J.,  at  tiie  sittuigs  at  Westminster  alitet 
the  last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Oaroline  GainSi 
claimed  the  premises  in  question,  as  devisee  under  the  will  of  one  John 
'Gains,  whose  heir-at-law  the  defendant  was.  By  his  will,  bearing  date 
the  7th  of  November,  1845,  the  testator  devised  as  follows : — "As  to 
|dl  my  fredold  messuage  or  tenement  sitaate  No.  5  Osbom  Street, 
Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  also  my  ready  mosey, 
household  furniture,  plate,  &c.,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  the  same, 
i^Aoo-}  ^^^  every  part  thereof,  *«nto  my  dear  wife  Owrolme^  her  heirs, 
J  executors,  and  administrators,  absolutely." 

It  was  proved  that  tibe  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  went  through  the  ceremony 
of  marriage  with  the  testator  at  St.  Paul's  church,  Isliington,  some  tune 
ia  the  year  1840,  and  that  she  resided  with  him,  as  his  wife,  down  ts 
the  time  of  his  death,  which  tO(^  place  on  the  20th  of  November,  184& 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  proved,  that,  at  the  time  of  his 
supposed  marriage  with  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  testator  had  a  wife 
(Alary)  living,  to  whom  he  was  married  on  the  8d  of  March,  1834,  and 
who  survived  him :  and  it  was  thereupon  submitted  that  the  real  wife,  and 
not  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  answered  the  description  in  the  wilL 
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Hic  lettH^d  jtidge  directed  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
reserring  leaye  to  the  defendant  to  enter  the  yerdict  the  other  way,  in 
i»8e  the  court  should  he  of  opinion  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled. 

HdwkinB  now  moved  accordingly.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  clearly 
does  not  answer  the  description' in  the  will:  if  any  hody  does,  it  is  the 
lawfiod  wife.  [MaULB,  J.  The  testator  could  hardly  have  meant  to  refer 
to  the  latter,  when  he  speikks  of  hk  dear  wife,  seeing  that  he  had  repudi- 
ated her,  and  contracted  an  engagement  of  some  sort  with  another  woman. 
There  fe  an  old  maxim,  that  ^^tferitas  ncminia  toUit  errorein  demonetra" 
tionis.*'^  No  doubt,  a  close  or  a  farm  might  pass  by  an  incorrect  descrip- 
tion. [V.  WnJiiAMS,  J.  There  was  no  person  answering  to  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  will,  htit  the  woman  Carolhie.  Mattle,  J.  Suppose  the 
testator  had  gone  on  to  give  1«.  to  ••my  lawful  wife  Mary,"  would  there 
ihenhaveheen  any  doubt?]  Perhaps  not.  ^Jn  Bagley  y.  Mol-  ^^.^a 
kardj  1  Ross,  k  M.  581,  the  testator  devised  a  leasehold  in  trust  ^ 
for  •'his  grandchild,  Elizabeth,  the  only  surviving  child  of  his  son 
Waiiam,"  and  gave  the  residue  of  his  property,  after  the  death  of  his 
wife  and  daughter,  to  all  the  children  of  hiis  sons  James  and  William,  and 
of  his  daughter  Sarah,  in  equal  khares :  ElizJEibeth  was  illegitimate,  ahd 
Wmiam  had  no  other  child:  it  Was  held  that  she  took  no  share  in  the 
Terndue.  Pitcaitne  v.  Brdie^  ilnch,  40S,(a)  would  seem  to  show  that  Mary, 
tiie  lawful  wife,  would  be  entitled  under  this  devise.  The  devise  there 
iras,  to  Wilfiam  Pitcairne,  eldest  son  of  Charles  Pitcaime ;  and  it  was 
insisted  that  the  eldest  son  had  lio  title,  because  his  name  was  not  Wil- 
liam but  Andrew;  the  court,  however,  was  of  opinion  that  the  words 
)>ointed  him  out  with  sufficient  certainty.  In  Moun%ey  v.  Btamire^  4 
Suis.  884,  it  was  held,  that.  Where  a  pecuniary  legacy  is  given  by  a 
testator  to  his  heirj  the  word  is  to  be  understood  in  its  legal  and  ordinary 
Bense,  tmless* controlled  by  the  context  of  the  will.  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R., 
there  observes;  "Where  the  word  is  not  to  denote  succession,  but  to 
describe  a  legatee,  and  there  is  no  context  to  explain  it  othenvise,  then 
it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  subistitution  of  conjecture  in  the  place  of  ^leac 
expression,  if  I  am  to  depart  from  the  natural  and  ordinary  sense  of  the 
word  heir."  There  was  no  evidence  in  this  case  that  Caroline  was  called 
the  testator's  wife  in  the  neighbourhood.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  He  married 
ker.  V.  Williams,  J.  In  Mouhiey  v.  Blamirey  the  struggle  was, 
to  make  "heir"  mean  "next  of  kin."]  In  Doe  d.  Brown  v.  Brown^ 
11  East,  441,  the  testator  diBVised  to  his  wiife  all  his  wines,  &c.,  for 
housekeeping,  in  addition  to  the  iettMnent  he  had  made  her  upon 
his  copyhold  estate ;  and  to  his  niece  M.  the  rents  •and  profits  p^^^r 
of  his  new  inclosed  freehold  cow-pasture  close  in  North  Col-  •• 
Imgham,  during  the  life  of  his  Wife;  and  then  to  two  nephews  all 
his  pertonal  estate,  to  be  divided  amongst  certain  nephews  and  nieces, 
(a)  Cited,  1  Jarmta  on  Wills,  331. 
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and  their  sons  and  daughters :  and,  after  the  decease  of  hu  mnfe^  he 
devised  to  the  same  two  nephews  all  his  furniture,  plate,  &c.,  and  "aQ 
his  copyhold  estates  in  North  and  South  Collingham,"  and  all  other  his 
personal  estate,  to  sell  and  divide  amongst  his  nephews  and  nieces,  ftc , 
including  T.  B.,  who,  he  declared,  should  be  an  equal  sharer  in  this 
division  of  his  real  and  personal  estate :  and  it  was  held,  that  extrinsie 
evidence  could  not  be  given,  that  the  settlement  on  his  wife  included  a 
certain  freehold  close,  mistakenly  there  enumerated  as  one  of  several 
copyhold  closes  settled,  and  which  was  in  fact  intermingled  with  the  copy- 
holds (as  were  some  other  freehold  closes,  the  bounds  of  which  were  no 
longer  distinguishable  from  the  copyhold,  and  all  of  which  freeholds  were 
included  in  the  settlement),  for  the  purpose  of  showing,  that,  by  the 
devise  of  ^'  all  his  copyhold  estates  in  North  and  South  CoUingham," 
after  hie  wife's  deceaeCj  in  trust  to  be  divided,  &c.,  the  freehold  close 
in  question  passed;  as  meant  to  include  all  his  real  estate  in  ietUe- 
ment  upon  his  wife,  and  which  settlement  W€u  referred  to  in  the  first 
devise  to  the  wife, — ^there  being  no  ambiguity  on  the  face  of  the  will, 
and  the  testator  having  copyhold  estates  in  North  and  South  Gollingham 
to  answer  the  description  in  the  devise.  Suppose  this  had  been  a  devise 
to  my  children  John  and  William,  and  the  testator  had  left  two  sons 
bearing  those  names  by  each  wife,  could  the  children  by  the  second  wife 
have  taken.  [Gresswbll,  J.  To  make  the  case  parallel  with  the  pre- 
sent, the  devise  should  have  been  to  the  children  of  my  wife  Caroline. 
Could  there  have  been  any  doubt  in  that  case  7  Maule,  J.  To  make 
♦4261  *^®  parallel  complete,  both  wives  should  be  "^named  Caroline.] 
^  In  Doe  d.  Hiscochs  v.  Hiscochs,  5  M.  &  W.  863,  the  testator 
devised  lands  to  his  son  John  H.,  for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to  the 
testator's  grandson  John  H.,  eldest  son  of  the  said  John  H.,  for  life; 
and,  on  his  decease,  to  the  first  son  of  the  body  of  his  said  grandson 
John  H.,  in  tail-male,  with  other  remainders  over.  At  the  time  of  mak- 
ing the  will,  the  testator's  son  John  H.  had  been  twice  married :  by  his 
first  wife  he  had  one  son,  Simon ;  and,  by  his  second  wife,  an  eldest  son 
John,  and  other  younger  children,  sons  and  daughters.  It  was  held,  that 
evidence  of  the  instructions  given  by  the  testator  for  his  will,  and  of  his 
declarations,  was  not  admissible  to  show  which  of  these  two  grandsons 
was  intended  by  the  descriptions  of  the  will. 

Maule.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  for  a  rule  in  this 
case.  The  testator  devises  the  premises  of  question  to  his  "  dear  infe 
Caroline."  That  is  a  devise  to  a  person  by  name,  and  one  which 
appears  to  be  that  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  There  is  no  competi- 
tion  with  any  one  else  of  the  same  name,  to  whom  it  can  be  suggested, 
that  the  will  intended  to  refer.  The  only  question  is,  whether  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff,  not  being  the  lawful  wife  of  the  testator,  properly  fills 
the  description  of  his  "dear  wife  Caroline."  Formerly,  the  name  was 
held  to  be  the  important  thing.     This  is  shown  by  the  2dth  maxim  of 
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Lord  Baeon,  to  which  I  before  adverted, — ^*  Vertteu  namints  tollit  erro- 
rem  demontitrationUj' — and  which  he  illustrates  bj  the  following  example : 
^  So,  if  I  grant  land,  Episeopo  nunc  Londinensi,  qui  me  erudivit  in 
pueritid;  this  is  a  good  grant,  although  he  never  instructed  me."  That 
rule  has,  no  doubt,  been  relaxed  in  modem  times,  and  has  given  place 
to  another,  that  the  construction  of  the  ^devise  is  to  be  governed 


bj  the  evident  intention  of  the  testator.     There  are  cases  in 
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which  the  courts  have  gone  some  length  in  opposition  to  the  actual  words 
of  the  will ;  but  always  with  a  view  to  favouring  the  apparent  or  pre- 
sumed intention  of  the  testator.  Here,  however,  the  struggle  against 
the  old  rule,  is,  not  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  may  be  best  effectu- 
ated by  a  departure  from  it,  but  to  get  rid  of  a  devise  to  the  person  who 
was  really  intended  to  take.  Here  is  a  person  fitly  named,  and  there 
can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  she  was  the  person  intended.  It  being 
conceded  that  it  was  the  testator's  intention  that  Caroline  should  have 
the  property,  and  he  having  mentioned  her  by  an  apt  description,  I  see 
no  ground  for  holding,  that,  because  the  words  ^'  my  dear  wife"  are  not 
strictly  applicable  to  her,  the  intention  of  the  testator  should  fail,  and 
the  property  go  to  some  one  to  whom  he  did  not  mean  to  give  it.  Caro- 
Jpe  was  de  facto  the  testator's,  wife ;  and  she  lived  with  him,  as  such, 
down  to  the  time  of  his  death.  It  is  possible  that  the  first  marriage  may 
not  have  been  a  valid  one.  At  all  events,  if  Mary  was  his  lawful  wife, 
all  that  can  be  said,  is,  that  the  testator  had  been  guilty  of  bigamy.  It 
is  not  the  case  of  a  description  that  is  altogether  inapplicable  to  the 
party,  but  of  a  description  that  is,  in  a  popular  sense,  applicable.  The 
competition  is  between  one  whom  the  testator  clearly  did  mean,  and 
another  whom  it  is  equally  clear  that  he  did  not  mean.  Interpreting 
the  language  he  has  used,  in  its  proper  ,and  legitimate  manner,  and 
regard  being  had  to  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  testator 
is  best  effectuated  by  holding  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  person 
designated,  and  that  apt  words  have  been  used  to  convey  the  property 
IB  question  to  her. 

*Cresswell,  J«     I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  ri^AOQ 
the  reasons  stated  by  my  brother  Maule.     The  rule  upon  which  '~ 
we  are  now  acting,  is  precisely  that  laid  down  by  Lord  Abinqer  in  Doe 
T.  ffiseoeki. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refu8ed.(a) 

(a)  Aod Me  lh$d.L$aMfalur  ▼.  flUmftc, 8  Ttnot.  906,8  J. B.Bfoore,  904,  3  B.  &  Aid: 
€33. 
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A  tender  of  a  quarter's  rent,  coupled  with  a  demand  of  a  receipt  to  a  particular  day*— the  ooo« 
test  between  the  parties  being  whether  one  or  two  quarters'  rent  were  due,-— is  not  a  valid 
tender. 

A.  held  premises  of  B.  under  a  lease  for  three,  seven,  or  ten  years,  determinable  on  notice  ;  < 
with  astipulation  tliat  the  amount  of  a  quarter's  rent  should  be  psid  by  A.  on  taking  posses-. 
sion,  which  was  to  be  allowed  to  him  for  the  last  quarter's  rent,  "on  the  dHermimiuiiQn  afthm 
taid  ienaneyV  After  a  notice  to  determine  the  lease  at  the  expiration  of  the  third  year  had 
been  given,  and  before  its  expiration,  the  parties  verbally  ageeed,  that  A.  should  oontinos 
tenant  for  another  year.-^o  express  mention  being  made  of  the  terms  of  the  tenancy  :— 

Bdd,  that  the  above  was  in  substance  a  stipulation  for  a  forehand  rent ;  and  that,  in  the  abaeno*. 
of  any  express  mention  of  other  terms,  A.  continued  to  hold  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  ori- 
ginal lease:  and,  consequently,  that  the  payment  made  on  taking  posaeasioBt  was  applicable 
to  the  last  quarter  of  the  fourth  year. . 

Rbplevin,  for  taking  certain  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
9th  of  February,  1847,  and  unjustly  detaining  the  same. 

The  defendant,  as  bailiff  of  William  Pilbeam,  well  acknowledged  the 
taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  in  the 
said  dwelling-house,  in  which,  &c.,  and  justly,  &c.,  because  he  said  that 
the  plaintiff,  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  two  quarters  of  » 
year  next  before,  and  ending  on  the  25th  of  December,  1846,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed  the  said 
dwelling-house  in  which,  &;c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  tenant  thereof 
•d9Q1  *^  *^^  ^^^  William  Pilbeam,  by  yirtue  of  a  certain  •demise  there- 
J  of  to  him  the  plaintiff  theretofore  made,  at  and  under  a  certain 
yearly  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearly  rent  of  88/.,  payable  quarterly,  on  the 
*  25th  of  December,  &c.,  in  eyery  year,  by  even  and  equal  portions;  and 
because  the  sum  of  19Z.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  the  said  space  of  two 
quarters  of  a  year,  ending  as  aforesaid  on  the  said  25th  of  December  in 
the  year  aforesaid,  and  from  thence,  and  until  and  at  the  said  time  when 
&;c.,  was  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam, 
he,  the  defendant,  as  bailiff  of  the  said  William  Pilbeam,  well  acknowledged 
the  taking  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  dwelling-house  in 
which,  &c.,  and  justly,  &c.,  as,  for,  and  in  the  name  of,  a  distress  for 
the  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam  as  afore- 
said ;  and  that  the  said  rent  still  remained  in  arrear  and  unpaid, — veri- 
fication and  prayer  of  judgment  and  a  return,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar, — ^first,  nou  tenuit. 

Secondly, — as  to  the  sum  of  9/.  10«.,  parcel  of  the  said  rent  or  sum 
of  19/.  in  the  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid 
from  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam, — that  no  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  9/.  10«.,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  in  arrear,  modo  etformd^ 
—concluding  to  the  country :  And,  as  to  the  sum  of  9/.  10«.,  residue  of 
the  said  rent  or  sum  of  19/.  in  the  said  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due  and 
in  arrear  and  unpaid  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam, — 
that,  after  the  said  25th  of  December,  1846,  and  before  the  said  time 
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when,  kc.f  to  wit,  on  the  6th  of  February,  1847,  the  plaintiff  tendered 
and  offered  to  pay  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam  the  said  smn  of  92.  10«., 
which  the  said  William  Pilbeam  then  refused  to  accept  and  receive  of 
and  from  the  plaintiff;  and  that,  after  the  said  tender,  and  before  the 
said  distress  was  so  made  and  taken  as  aforesaid,  no  request  or  demand 
of  *the  said  sum  of  9/.  10^.  was  ever  made  by  or  on  the  behalf  t-hcaqq 
of  the  said  William  Pilbeam, — verification,  &c.  ^ 

Thirdly, — as  to  the  sum  of  9/.  10«.,  parcel  of  the  said  rent  of  19t,  in 
the  said  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due  and  in  arr^r  and  unpaid  from  the 
plaintiff  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam, — riens  in  arrere;  concluding  to 
the  country :  And,  as  to  the  sum  of  9L  IO9.  residue  of  the  said  rent  or 
sum  of  19/.  in  the  said  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due  and  in  arrear  and 
unpaid  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  said  William  Pilbeam, — ^that,  after  the 
said  25th  of  December,  1846,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &;c.,  to  wit, 
on  the  9th  of  February,  1847,  the  plaintiff  tendered,  and  offered  to  the 
defendant  to  pay,  to  the  defendant,  then  being  the  bailiff  of  the  said 
William  Pilbeam,  and  by  him  duly  authorised  to  receive  the  said  rent, 
and  to  make  the  said  distress,  the  said  sum  of  9/.  10a.,  being  the 
residue  of  the  said  rent  in  the  said  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due,  which 
the  defendant  then  wholly  refused  to  accept  from  the  plaintiff,  and 
afterwards  unjustly  took  and  detained  the  said  goods,  &c., — ^verifica- 
tion, &c. 

The  defendant,  by  his  replication,  joined  issue  on  the  first  plea  in  bar, 
and  also  upon  the  second  plea  in  bar,  so  far  as  the  same  related  to  the 
sum  of  9/.  10«.  therein  first  mentioned,  parcel,  &c.,  in  the  said  cognisance, 
alleged  to  be  due  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid  from  the  plaintiff  to  Pilbeam ; 
and,  as  to  the  said  second  plea  in  bar,  as  to  the  said  sum  of  91.  10«., 
residue  of  the  said  rent  or  sum  of  19/.,  he  traversed  the  alleged  tender 
to  Pilbeam.  And  he  joined  issue  on  the  third  plea  in  bar,  so  far  as  the 
same  related  to  the  sum  of  9{.  10«.  therein  first  mentioned,  parcel,  &c., 
in  the  said  cognisance  alleged  to  be  due  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid  from 
the  plaintiff  to  Pilbeam ;  and,  as  to  the  said  third  plea  in  bar  to  the  said 
aum  of  9/.  10#.,  residue  of  the  said  rent  or  sum  of  19/.,  he  *tra-  r^Ao-t 
versed  the  alleged  tender  to  the  defendant.     Issue  thereon.  ^ 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Wilde,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex 
after  the  last  term.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — On  the  9th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1848,  Pilbeam  let  certain  premises  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  fol- 
lowing agreement,  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  Pilbeam : — 

^Memorandum  of  an  agreement  made  and  entered  into  this  9th  of 
September,  1843,  between  W.  N.  Finch,  of  the  one  part,  and  William 
Pilbeam  of  the  other  part.  The  said  W.  N.  Finch  agrees  to  take,  and 
the  said  W.  Pilbeam  agrees  to  let,  the  house  and  premises  situate,  ftc., 
for  a  term  of  three,  seven,  or  ten  years,  commencing  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1848,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  38/.  per  annumj  payable  quarterly, 
the  said  W.  N.  Finch  paying  all  taxes  except  land  tax,  income-tax,  and 
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flewer-rate ;  the  said  tenancy  to  be  determined  by  either  party,  upon  his 
giving  six  months'  notice  of  his  intention  so  to  do ;  such  notice  to  expire 
at  the  end  of  either  of  the  said  terms  of  three,  seven,  or  ten  years.  The 
said  W.  Pilbeam  agrees  within  a  week,  to  put  and  place  an  ironing-board 
in  the  front  kitchen,  and  a  copper,  &c.,  &c.  And  the  said  W.  N.  Finch 
agrees,  upon  the  completion  thereof,  and  upon  possession  being  given, 
to  pay  to  the  said  W.  Pilbeam  the  sum  of  9/.  10«.,  which  is  to  be  allowed 
to  the  said  W.  N.  Finch  for  the  last  quarter's  rent,  at  the  determination 
of  the  said  tenancy." 

The  plaintiff  paid  the  9/.  10«.,  and  took  possession  of  the  premises. 
On  the  24th  of  March,  1846,  he  caused  Pilbeam  to  be  served  with  the 
following  notice : — 

'^  Take  notice,  that,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  made  between  me, 
the  undersigned  W.  N.  Finch,  of  the  one  part,  and  you  the  said  W.  Pil- 
*4<^91  ^®*"^  of  the  other  •part,  dated  the  9th  of  September,  1843, 1  do 
J  hereby  determine  the  tenancy  under  the  said  agreement  on  ike 
29tA  day  of  September  next.  And  further  take  notice,  that  I  shall  quit 
and  deliver  up  to  you,  on  the  said  29th  day  of  September  next,  posses- 
sion of  the  messuage  or  tenement  formerly  called  No.  5,  but  now  called 
No.  68,  in  Acton  Street  aforesaid,  now  occupied  by  me,  and  mentioned 
or  referred  to  in  the  said  agreement.     Dated,  &c." 

Some  time  before  the  29th  of  September,  1846,  it  was  verbally  agreed 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Pilbeam,  that  the  plaintiff  should  continue  to 
occupy  the  premises  for  another  year,  nothing  being  said  about  the 
terms. 

At  Christmas,  1846,  the  plaintiff  being  about  to  pay  a  quarter's  rent, 
the  landlord  claimed  rent  for  two  quarters.  The  plaintiff  refused  to  pay 
more  than  9Z.  10«.,  insisting  that  the  quarter  ending  on  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1846,  was  satisfied  by  the  9/.  108.  paid  by  him  on  being  let  into 
possession :  and  he  accordingly  tendered  that  sum,  placing  two  5/.  notes 
upon  the  table,  and  demanding  a  receipt  as  for  a  quarter's  rent  due  at 
Christmas,  1846.  This  was  refused.  The  like  sum,  with  expenses,  was 
afterwards  tendered  to  the  broker,  and  a  receipt,  in  like  manner,  de- 
manded, and  refused. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended  that  the  demand  of  a 
receipt  vitiated  the  tender. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  insisted  that  the  receipt  was  not  demanded 
as  a  condition ;  and  Richardson  v.  Jackson^  8  M.  &  W.  298,  9  Dowl.  P. 
C.  715,  was  referred  to.  It  was  further  insisted  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  the  plea  of  non  tenuit,  as  well  as  upon 
the  plea  of  riens  in  arrere,  for  that  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  hold  under 
the  lease,  the  terms  of  which  it  was  not  competent  to  the  parties  to  vary 
by  parol. 

^ .  rto-i       The  defendant  thereupon  obtained  leave  to  amend,  •and  added 
-'  another  cognisance,  in  which  he  justified  under  a  demise  in  the 
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terms  of  the  origmal  agreement,  to  which  the  plaintiff  pleaded  in  bar  as 
before :  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  him ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the 
plaintiff  to  enter  the  verdict  as  the  court  might  direct, — the  court  to  be 
at  liberty  to  draw  such  inferences,  and  make  such  amendments,  as  they 
might  tldnk  fit. 

ByleSj  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Warren)^  now  moved  accordingly.  The 
defendant,  by  his  cognisance,  sets  up  one  demise  only,  adopting  the 
general  form  given  by  the  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  22,(a)  [V.  Williams,  J. 
Is  it  not  enough  if  the  defendant  justifies  the  distress,  by  showing  one 
quarter  in  arrear  ?  Cresswell,  J.  Suppose  the  only  demise  had  been 
from  Biichaelmas  to  Christmas,  1846,  would  not  the  cognizance  have 
been  sufficient  ?]  This  cognizance  clearly  could  not  be  sustained.  [Orbss- 
WBLL,  J.  You  contend  that  the  time  and  the  sum  are  both  material.] 
Precisely  so. 

Upon  the  plea  of  riens  in  arrere,  as  to  one  quarter  at  least,  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  verdict.  The  9/.  10«.  due  for  the  last  quarter  of 
die  term  had  been  paid.  [Grbsswell,  J.  The  whole  must  be  taken  to 
be  one  plea,  or  the  defence  is  not  perfect.  Y.  Williams,  J.  It  is  no 
good  plea  to  an  avowry  or  cognizance,  that  part  of  the  rent  was  not  due.] 
The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  have  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  the  issue. 
The  agreement  could  not  be  varied,  or  the  term  extended,  by  parol ;  nor 
OQold  the  notice  to  determine  it :  O-om  v.  *Lord  NugerUy  5  B.  &;  rn:AQA 
Ad.  68,  2  N.  &  M.  28 ;  Stawell  v.  BobtMon,  8  N.  C.  928,  6  Scott,  ■- 
196 ;  Harvey  v.  Chabham,  5  Ad.  &  E.  61,  6  N.  &  M.  154.  In  Richard- 
MM  V.  JaeJcBonj  where  a  creditor,  on  a  tender  being  made,  refused  to 
reoeive  the  money,  on  account  of  more  being  due, — ^it  was  held  that  he 
ooold  not  afterwards  object  to  the  tender,  on  the  ground  that  the  party 
making  it  requised  a  receipt.(() 

Cresbwell,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  rule  should  be  granted  in 
thia  case.  It  appeared  that  the  parties  contracted  for  a  lease  for  ten 
years  from  Michaelmas,  1843,  determinable  at  the  end  of  the  third  or 
the  seventh  year,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  88/.,  payable  quarterly ;  the  first 
quarter  to  be  paid  on  the  tenant's  taking  possession, — ^for,  the  stipulation 
that  the  9/.  10«.  paid  on  taking  possession  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  tenant 
for  the  last  quarter's  rent,  at  the  determination  of  the  tenancy,  means 
nothing  more  than  that  the  rent  was  to  be  a  forehand  rent.  It  is  said 
dukt  the  notice  given  on  the  24th  of  March,  1846,  determined  the  lease. 
Be  it  so.  Before  the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  it  was  verbally  agreed 
between  the  parties  that  the  plaintiff  should  continue  tenant  for  another 

(a)  Which  ompowen  "  all  defend tnts  in  replevin  to  avow  or  make  cognieance  generally 
that  ttie  plaintiff  in  replevin,  or  other  tenant  of  the  lands  and  tenements  whereon  such  distress 
WW  made,  enjoyed  the  same,  under  a  grant  or  demise  at  such  a  certain  rent,  during  the  time 
wherein  the  rent  distrained  for  accrued,  which  rent  was  then,  and  still  remains,  due,-^thout 
fiirther  setting  forth  the  grant,  tenure,  demise,  or  title  of  such  landlord  or  landlords,  lessor  or 
lostors,**  &LC. 

%  And  see  CWe  t.  BUt,  Peaks,  N.  P.  C.  179. 
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year.  I  do  not  say  that  the  notice  could  be  varied  by  the  agreement  to 
hold  over  for  another  year.  That  would  be  varying  the  terms  of  a 
written  contract,  by  parol.  Assuming  that  the  lease  was  determined  by 
the  notice,  there  was  a  good  parol  agreement  for  one  year,  embodymg 
in  it  all  the  terms  of  the  previous  lease,  unless  there  were  some  express 
stipulation  to  the  contrary.  That  seems  to  me  to  solve  the  whole  diffi- 
culty of  the  case.  As  to  the  tender,  it  was  coupled  with  a  condition 
*4S^1  ^^^^  niade  *it  ineffectual.  I  therefore  think  the  verdict  should 
^  stand. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  At  the  time  of  the 
distress,  the  plaintiff  was  holding  under  a  parol  agreement,  which  embo- 
died all  the  terms  of  the  original  lease.  Two  quarter's  rent  were  then 
due.  The  issue  upon  riens  in  arrere  was  therefore  properly  found  for 
the  defendant :  and,  the  amendment  being  made, — ^which  I  think  it  was 
competent  to  the  judge  to  make, — ^he  was  also  entitled  to  a  verdict  on 
non  tenuit.  With  respect  to  the  tender,  it  was  clogged  with  a  condition 
which  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  impose :  he  had  no  right  to  insist 
upon  the  delivery  of  a  document  that  would  conclude  the  question. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  It  appeared  to  me  at  the  trial,  as  it  does  now,  that  the 
91,  10^.  was  tendered,  only  with  a  view  to  conclude  the  question  between 
the  parties.  The  landlord  certainly  never  conceived  that  he  could 
receive  the  sum  offered,  and  leave  the  point  still  open.  When  the 
parties  met  and  arranged  that  the  plaintiff  should  retain  possession  for 
another  year,  in  the  absence  of  any  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  it  could 
only  be  intended  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  continue  tenant  upon  the  terms 
already  adjusted  between  them;  one  of  those  ternas  being,  that  the  rent 
should  be  payable  beforehand.  I  think  there  is  no  ground  for  disturbing 
the  verdict.  .  Rule  refused. 


*486]    *In  the  Matter  of  MARY  JANE  FAGAN.     Jim.  12. 

In  the  jurat  of  an  affidavit  of  the  due  taking  of  an  acknowledgment  at  Caleotta,  the  name  of  ooe 
of  the  deponents  was  interlined  : — Hddt  that  the  affidavit  could  not  be  received. 

Ghannell,  Serjt.,  moved  that  the  proper  officer  might  be  directed  to 
receive  and  file  an  acknowledgment  taken  at  Calcutta.  The  affidavit  of 
the  due  taking  of  the  acknowledgment  was  sworn  by  two  of  the  persons 
named  in.  the  commission,  one  of  whom  (Campion)  was  not  one  of  the 
commissioners  who  acted  in  the  taking  of  the  acknowledgment ;  and  it 
was  only  in  that  part  of  the  affidavit  which  was  made  by  him,  that  the 
locality  of  the  premises  was  mentioned.  In  the  jurat,  the  words,  ^'  by 
both  of  the  above  named  deponents,"  were  interlined.  The  officer  bad 
objected,  that  that  part  of  the  affidavit  which  described  the  premises) 
should  have  been  made  by  one  of  the  commissioners  who  took  the  ac- 
knowledgment ;  and  also  that  the  jurat  was  defective* 
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It  was  now  submitted  that  the  affidavit  was  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  the  rale  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  the  two  deponents  being  described 
as  solicitors  of  the  supreme  court  of  judicature  in  Calcutta;  and  that  the 
rule  of  court  of  Michaelmas  term,  87  G.  8,  (1796) — "that,  from  and 
after  the  first  day  of  next  term,  upon  every  affidavit  sworn  in  this  court, 
or  before  any  judge  or  commissioner  thereof,  and  made  by  two  or  more 
deponents,  the  names  of  the  several  persons  making  such  affidavit  shall 
be  written  in  the  jurat;  and  that  no  affidavit  be  read  or  made  use  of  in 
any  matter  depending  in  this  court,  in  the  jurat  of  which  there  shall  be 
any  interlineation  or  erasure,  "(a) — applied  only  to  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  and  to  eauses  therein  depending;  ^and,  at  all  events,  r^tiAQ'T 
could  not  be  applicable  to  proceedings  taking  place  in  Calcutta. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  Though  there  is  no  express  rule  of  this  court  upon  the 
subject,  the  rule  of  the  court  of  Eang's  Bench,  which  has  been  referred 
to,  has  always,  in  practice,  been  acted  on  here,  with  regard  to  affidavits 
sworn  in  this  country.  And  it  is  difficult  to  see  why  any  distinction  should 
be  made  in  favour  of  affidavits  sworn  abroad.  Indeed,  there  is  more 
reason,  in  such  case,  for  adhering  strictly  to  the  rule.  Though  there  is 
less  probability  of  inaccuracy  in  an  affidavit  which  comes  from  Calcutta, 
than  in  affidavits  coming  from  many  other  places,  still  the  rule  must  be 
applied  indifferently.  I  do  not  think  it  safe  to  depart  from  so  wholesome 
a  rule.  The  affidavit,  therefore,  being  defective  in  a  pig'ticular  essential 
to  give  it  authority,  I  do  not  think  it  ought  to  be  received. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurrring.  Rule  refused«(i) 

(«)  7  T.  R.  82. 

(jb)  Another  objection  was  taken  by  the  officer,  viz,  that  the  locality  of  the  premiaea  was  not* 
anorn  to  by  the  acting  commisaioner.    But  upon  thia  the  court  expressed  no  opinion. 


BLIZABETH  LINNEGAB  v.  JAMES  HODD.    Jan.  14. 

The  father  of  an  illegitimate  child  promised  the  mother,  that,  if  she  would  abstain  from  affilia- 
tiag  the  child,  he  would  pay  her  2t.  Sd.  per  week  for  its  maintenance.  The  mother  did  so 
abataio,  and  auflered  the  time  limited  by  the  statute  for  obtaining  an  order  of  affiliation  to  ez- 
pira : — HeU,  that  the  promise  bound  the  father,  and  that  indebitatus  assumpsit  lay,  the  con- 
atderation  having  been  executed. 

AssuMPSTTj  for  meat,  drink,  and  necessaries  supplied  to  an  infant,  at 
die  defendant's  request. 

Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

13ie  cause  was  tried  before  the  undersheriff  of  Surrey,  on  the  16th  of 
December  last.  It  appeared  that  the  ^plaintiff  had  had  an  illegi-  i-^^qa 
timate  child,  of  which  the  defendant  was  the  father ;  that  the  "- 
child  was  bom  on  the  26th  of  March,  1846;  that  on  the  2d  of  May 
following  the  plaintiff  being  then  on  her  way  to  Guildford,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  summons  from  the  magistrates,  in  order  to  compel  the 

2A 
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defendant  to  maintain  the  child,  was  met  bj  the  defendant,  who  in  eon- 
sideration  of  her  agreeing  to  abstain  from  doing  so,  promised  to  pay  her 
2s.  6d.  per  week  for  the  child's  support ;  that  the  plaintiff  in  consequence 
of  this  promise,  did  not  affiliate  the  dald ;  and  that  the  payment  of  2«. 
6d.  per  week  was  made  for  a  short  time,  and  then  discontinued. 

The  mother  of  the  plaintiff  further  proved  that  the  defendant  called 
to  see  the  plaintiff  shortly  after  the  birth  of  the  child,  and  then  pro- 
mised to  pay  28.  6d.  a  week  for  its  support. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  indebitatus  assump- 
sit would  not  lie,  the  promise  being  nudum  pactum,  and  that  the  decla- 
ration should  have  been  framed  on  the  express  contract. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  5Z.  2«.  6(2.,  with  leave 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

PKinn  now  moved  accordingly.  The  express  promise  proved  does  not 
support  the  declaration.  The  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise 
to  pay  the  2%.  6(2.  per  week,  was,  the  plaintiff's  forbearing  to  go  before 
the  magistrates.  [Gbesswsll,  J.  The  contract  was  to  pay  2$.  6<2.  per 
week  for  the  support  of  the  child,  defeasible  on  the  plaintiff's  applying 
for  an  order  of  affiliation.]  The  mere  moral  consideration  arising  out 
of  a  man's  duty  to  support  his  illegitimate  offspring,  clearly  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  promise :  Miller  v.  Whittenbury,  1  Gampb. 
*4891  *^^ '  MoHimare  v.  Wright^  6  M.  &  W.  482 ;  Eastwood  v.  *-Km- 
-*  yon^  11  Ad.  &  E.  488.  [V.  Williams,  J.  In  Jenning9  v. 
Broum,  9  M.  &;  W.  496,  the  father  of  an  illegitimate  child  promised  the 
mother,  that  if  she  would  maintain  it,  he  would  pay  her  an  annuity;  and 
it  was  held,  that  the  promise  was  founded  upon  a  sufficient  considera- 
tion.] There,  the  declaration  was  special :  whereas  here,  the  evidence 
was  of  an  express  promise,  at  variance  with  the  promise  alleged. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  It  is  not  disputed,  that,  if  properly  declared  on,  this 
transaction  might  be  the  foundation  of  an  action.  It  becomes,  therefore, 
a  mere  question  of  pleading :  and  the  court  must  be  satisfied  that  the 
objection  is  well  founded,  before  they  give  effect  to  it.  The  plaintiff,  it 
appears,  was  about  to  apply  to  the  magistrates  to  compel  the  defendant 
to  maintain  her  child,  when  she  was  met  by  the  defendant,  who  prouused 
to  pay  her  2$.  6d.  a  week  for  the  child's  maintenance,  if  she  would  for- 
bear to  go.  She  did  accordingly  forbear  to  go  before  the  magistrates, 
and  the  time  has  now  passed  within  which  she  could  apply  for  an  order 
of  affiliation.(a)  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  has  performed  her  part  of  the 
contract ;  and  all  that  remains  for  the  defendant  to  do,  is  to  pay  the 
money.  The  case  seems  to  me  to  resolve  itself  into  a  promise  on  the 
defendant's  part,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  would  keep  the  child,  he  would  pay 
her  28.  6d.  weekly  towards  its  support.  The  contract  being  performed 
on  the  one  side,  and  nothing  but  the  payment  of  the  money  remaining 
to  be  done  on  the  other  side,  I  think  the  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  to  resort 

(a)  Soe  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  89,  •.  1. 
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to  the  general  form  of  declaration  she  has  adopted.  The  case  of  Jen- 
ning%  v.  JBratpn  goes  a  long  way  towards  this  conclusion  :  and  I  know 
of  no  authority  the  other  way.  The  real  objection  has  been  properly 
presented,  viz.  whether  this  declaration  is  so  framed  as  to  meet  the  facts 
of  this  *case.  I  think  it  is ;  and,  consequently,  that  there  is  no  r^^^A 
ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict.  ^ 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  there  was  any  special 
contract,  that  has  been  performed :  and  nothing  remains  to  be  done  but 
to  make  a  money  payment.  The  general  form  of  declaration  therefore, 
is  sufficient. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  evidence  amounts 
to  this, — ^the  defendant  promised,  that  if  the  plaintiff  would  abstain  from 
going  before  the  magistrates  to  affiliate  the  child,  and  would  maintain  it 
herself,  he  would  reimburse  her  to  the  extent  of  2«.  6d.  per  week.  I 
think  the  declaration  was  sufficient,  and  the  verdict  justified  by  the 
evidence.  Rule  refused. 


PILBROW  V.  PILBROW'S  ATMOSPHERIC  RAILWAY-AND- 
CANAL-PROPULSION  COMPANY.    Jan.  21. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  by  a  certain  deed  made  on  the  11th  of  June,  1845, 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  (a  joint  stock  company,  therein  described  as  regis- 
tered and  incorporated  in  pursuance  of  the  7  &,  8  Vict.  c.  110.),  reciting,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  said  oompsny  had  been  duly  formed  under  a  deed  of  settlement  bearing  date 
the  22d  of  May  then  last  past,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff^s  covenanting  to  convey  his 
interest  in  certain  letters-patent  to  the  company  as  soon  as  an  act  of  parliament  should  be 
obtained  to  authorise  it,  and  in  the  meantime  licensing  them  to  work  the  patents, — the  de- 
fiendants  oovenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  15,000/.  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instal- 
ments or  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company :  Breach,  that,  although  instalments  or  calls 
oo  the  shares  were,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  paid  to  the  company,  out  of  which 
they  might  and  ought  to  have  paid  the  15,000^,  and  although  a  convenient  and  reasonable 
time  for  the  payment  thereof  had  elapsed  since  the  making  of  the  deed  and  payment  of  the 
instalments  or  calls,  the  company  had  not  paid  the  same. 

Third  plea,-^hat  the  deed  of  settlement  in  the  first  count  mentioned  and  referred  to,  was  ob- 
tained by  firaud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  collusion  with 
htm  ^^Held,  bad,  on  general  demurrer. 

Fourth  plea, — that  the  registration  and  incorporation  of  the  said  company,  recited  in  the  deed 
in  the  first  count  mentioned,  were  obtained  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the 
plaintiff  and  others  in  collusion  with  him  : — Held,  bad,  on  general  demurrer. 

Eighth  plea,— that  the  company  was  formed  by  and  under  a  deed  of  settlement,  to  which  the 
plamtiff  was  a  party,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  directors  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
oould  be  after  complete  registration,  pay  certain  expenses,  and  should  also  pay  to  the  plain> 
tiff,  with  and  out  of  the  money  received  fi-om  the  first  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  com- 
pany, after  providing  thereout  a  sufficiency  to  meet  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  said 
company,  the  said  sum  of  15,0002.  in  cash  ;  and  that,  since  the  execution  of  the  deed,  no 
calls  or  instalments  had  been  raised  or  paid  to  or  received  by  the  company,  sufllcient  to 
satisfy  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  company,  and  the  15,0002.,  or  any  part  thereof:— 
HM,  bad,  on  specid  demurrer. 

The  second  count  set  out  certain  articles  of  agreement,  dated  the  12th  of  Jime,  1845,  between 
the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  the  company  (therein  described  as  registered  and  incorpora- 
ted in  pursuance  of  the  7  &^  8  Vict.  c.  110,)  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the  sale  of  the  letters- 
patent  to  the  company'for  15,000{.,  whereby  it  was  agreed,  "  that  the  sum  of  15,0002.  in  cash 
should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  done  after  the  execution  of 
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the  aaid  articles,  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  Jirtt  tnetahnefUi  or  ealU  on  the  ikiree  w  tkt 
Mid  company  ;  and  assigned  for  breach,  that,  although  the  company  had,  within  a  oonvenient 
and  reasonable  time  after  the  execution  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  enid 
and  might  t  by  calls  and  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company,  have  raised  the  last- 
mentioned  sum  of  15,000Z.,  and  a  convenient  and  reasonable  time  for  raising  the  money,  and 
paying  the  same  in  cash  to  the  plaintiff,  had  elapsed,  the  company  had  refused  to  pay  the 
same : — Held^  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  breach  was  well  assigned. 

Twcnty-6rst  plea,— that  the  said  company  was  not  incorporated  by  any  charter  or  act  of  par- 
liament, nor  was  the  same  duly  and  lawfitUy  registered  and  incorporated  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  and.  in  the  said  deed  and  articles  respectively  mentioned :— Held,  bad, 
on  special  demurrer ;  the  defendants  being  estopped,  by  the  recital  in  the  deed,  from  deny- 
ing their  incorporation ;  and  the  plea  seeking  to  put  in  issue  matter  of  law. 

Twenty-second  plea, — ^that  the  said  company  was  a  company  requiring  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  obtaining  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  the  com- 
pany was  not  formed  by  a  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  the  shareholders 
therein,  or  any  of  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  nor  was  there  at  any  time  anysoch 
deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company  as  required  by  the  statute : — Held,  bad.  on  special 
demurrer,  for  the  same  reasons  that  applied  to  the  twenty-first  plea. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  11th  of  June, 
♦4411  ^^*^>  ^y  *  certain  deed  then  made  *between  the  plaintiff  of  the 
-'  one  part,  and  the  said  company,  therein  described  as  registered 
and  incorporated  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed 
in  the  seventh  and  eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria,  intituled  "  An  act  for  the  registration,  ihcorporation,  and  regu- 
•4421  ^***^^  ^^  J°"^*  *8tock  companies,"  of  the  other  part, — ^which  said 
■■  deed  was  then  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  company,  and  was 
then  signed  by  three  of  the  directors  of  the  said  company,  to  wit,  &c., — 
reciting  that  Her  present  Majesty,  Queen  Victoria,  by  letters-patent  under 
the  great  seal  of  the  united  kingdom,  bearing  date  the  17th  of  May, 
1844,  granted  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns,  the  sole  and  exclusive  license,  power,  privilege,  and  authority, 
of  making,  using,  and  vending,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  an  inven- 
tion of  "  certain  improvements  in  the  machinery  for  a  new  method  of 
propelling  carriages  on  railways  and  common  roads,  and  vessels  on  rivers 
and  canals,  within  England  and  Wales,  and  Berwick-upon-Tweed ;"  and 
that,  in  pursuance  of  a  proviso  contained  in  the  said  letters-patent,  a 
specification  of  the  said  invention  was  duly  inrolled  by  the  plaintiff  in 
Her  Majesty's  high  court  of  Chancery,  on  the  16th  of  November,  1844; 
and  that,  by  letters-patent  under  the  seal  appointed  by  the  treaty  of  union 
to  be  kept  and  used  in  Scotland  instead  of  the  great  seal  thereof,  bearing 
date  the  13th  of  November,  1844,  the  like  exclusive  privileges  in  respect 
of  the  use  of  the  said  invention  were  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  enjoyed  and  exercised  by  him 
and  them  within  Scotland ;  and  that,  by  letters-patent  under  the  great 
seal  of  Ireland,  bearing  date  the  16th  of  January,  1845,  the  like  privi- 
leges in  respect  of  the  use  of  the  said  invention  were  granted  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  to  be  enjoyed  and  exercised  by  him  and 
them  within  Ireland;   and  that,  in   pursuance  of  the  provisionB  re- 
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spectively  contained  in  the  said  several  letters-patent  for  Scotland 
and  Ireland,  specifications  of  the  said  inventions  had  been,  or  were 
intended  to  be  forthwith  duly  made  and  inroUed  by  the  plaintiff; — 
and  farther  reciting  that  the  said  company  had  been  duly  formed 
*under  a  deed  of  settlement  bearing  date  the  22d  of  May  then  p^ . . « 
last  past,  for,  among  other  things,  the  working  of  the  said  several  ■- 
patents  for  the  nnited  kingdom,  and  the  said  company  had  been  regis- 
tered and  incorporated  under  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid  act,  and  the 
capital  of  the  same  consisted  of  600,000/.,  divided  into  60,000  shares  of 
lot  each  ; — and  further  reciting  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  said  company,  that  the  plaintiff  should  grant  to  the  said 
company  a  license  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  said  several  patents  foi 
the  united  kingdom,  during  the  remainder  of  the  several  terms  of  years 
of  such  patents  respectively,  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  and 
should  also  enter  into  such  covenants  as  were  thereinafter  contained,  for 
granting  to  the  said  company,  license  to  use  and  practise  all  other  im- 
provements in  the  invention  aforesaid,  which  should  be  made  or  invented 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  whether  the  plaintiff  should  obtain  a  patent  or 
patents  for  such  invention  or  not ;  and  that,  in  consideration  of  such 
grant  and  covenant,  the  sum  of  15,000/.  in  cash  should  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  so  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  after  the  execution  of  those 
presents,  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalments  or  calls  on  the 
shares  of  the  said  company ; — ^it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement  in  that  behalf,  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  the 
plaintiff  did  thereby  give  and  grant  unto  the  said  company  and  their  suc- 
cessors, full  and  free  liberty,  license,  power,  privilege,  and  authority,  to 
use,  exercise,  and  put  in  practice  the  said  patent  invention  throughout 
the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  during  all  the  remain- 
ders then  to  come  and  unexpired  of  the  respective  terms  of  years  granted 
by  the  said  respective  patents  for  England,  Scotland,  and  Ireland,  for 
their  use  and  benefit ;  and  the  said  company,  for  themselves  and  their 
successors,  did  thereby  covenant  with  *the  plaintiff,  his  executors 


and  administrators,  that  they,  the  said  company,  or  their  succes- 
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sors,  should  and  would  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  plaintiff  the  said 
purchase-money  of  15,000/.,  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instal- 
ments or  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company  as  aforesaid, — as  by 
the  said  deed,  reference  being  thereunto  had,  would,  amongst  other 
things,  more  fully  appear :  Averment,  that,  although  the  plaintiff  had, 
at  all  times  since  the  making  of  the  said  deed,  performed  and  fulfilled  all 
things  therein  contained  on  his  part  and  behalf  to  be  performed  and  ful- 
filled ;  and  although  divers  instalments  or  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said 
company  were,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist 
of  Jnly,  1845,  paid  to  the  said  company,  out  of  which  the  said  company 
might  and  ought  to  have  paid  the  said  sum  of  15,000/.,  and  the  said 
company,  in.  part  performance  of  their  said  covenant,  had  paid  to  the 
VOL.  V. — 36  2a2 
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plaintiff  a  small  part  thereof,  to  wit,  lOOOZ.,  and  although  a  convenient 
and  reasonable  time  for  the  payment  of  the  residue  of  the  said  snm  of 
15,000/.,  since  the  making  of  the  said  deed,  and  since  the  payment  of 
the  said  instalments  or  calls  to  the  said  company,  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit ;  yet  the  said  conipany,  not  regarding  their 
Ml  id  covenant,  had  not  paid  the  said  residue  of  the  sum*  of  15,000/.,  or 
aijy  part  thereof,  but  had  hitherto  wholly  refused,  and  still  did  refuse, 
to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  second  count  stated,  that,  on  the  12th  of  June,  1845,  by  certain 
articles  of  agreement  in  writing,  then  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the 
one  part,  and  the  said  company,  therein  described  aa  registered  and  in- 
corporated in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  m  the 
seventh  and  eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty,  Queen  Victoria, 
intituled  '^  An  act  for  the  registration,  incorporation,  and'  regulation  of 
♦4451  J^i^^stock  companies,"  of  the  other  part, — which  articles  *were 

-'  then  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  company,  and  were  then 
signed  by  three  of  the  directors  of  the  said  company,  the  said,  &c.,  &c,,— 
reciting  that  Her  present  Majesty,  Queen  Victoria,  by  letters-patent,  &c, 
granted  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the 
sole  and  exclusive  license,  power,  privilege,  and  authority  of  making, 
using,  and  vending,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  an  invention,  &c., 
within  England  and  Wales,  and  Berwick-upon-Tweed ;  and  that,  in 
pursuance  of  a  proviso  contained  in  the  said  letters-patent,  a  spedfication 
of  the  said  invention  was  duly  inroUed  by  the  plaintiff  in  Her  Majesty's 
high  court  of  Chancery,  on  the  16th  of  November,  1844 ;  and  that,  by 
letters-patent,  &c.,  bearing  date,  &c.,  the  like  exclusive  privileges  in 
respect  of  the  use  of  the  said  invention,  were  granted  to  the  plaintiff,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  enjoyed  and  exercised  by 
him  and  them,  within  Scotland ;  and  that,  by  letters-patent,  &c.,  the 
like  privileges  in  respect  of  the  use  of  the  said  invention,  were  granted 
to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  to  be  enjoyed 
and  exercised  by  him  and  them,  within  Ireland ;  and  that,  in  pursuance 
of  provisos  respectively  contained  in  the  said  several  letters-patent  for 
Scotland  and  Ireland,  specifications  of  the  said  inventions  had  been,  or 
were  intended  to  be  forthwith,  duly  made  and  inroUed  by  the  plaintiff; 
and  further  reciting  that  the  said  company  had  been  duly  formed  under 
a  deed  of  settlement  bearing  date  the  22d  of  May  then  last  past,  for  the 
purchase  and  working  of  the  said  several  patents  for  the  united  kingdom, 
and  any  other  patents  which  could  or  might  be  obtained  for  the  invention 
aforesaid,  in  any  foreign  country,  place,  or  kingdom,  and  for  the  grant- 
ing licenses  for  the  use  of  all  such  patents,  at  home  and  abroad ;  and 
that  the  said  company  had  been  registered  and  incorporated  under  the 
*4461  P^^^^s^o^s  ^f  ^^^  aforesaid  act ;  *and  that  the  capital  of  the  same 

-•  consisted  of  600,000/.,  divided  into  60,000  shares  of  10/.  each; 
and  further  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  offered  to  sell  absolutely  tc 
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the  said  company  the  said  several  patents  for  the  united  kingdom,  and 
the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  same  respectively,  free  from  incum- 
brances, at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of  15,000i.  in  cash,  and  4,500  shares 
in  the  said  company,  upon  each  of  which  shares  the  full  sum  of  10?.  was 
to  be  considered  as  paid  up ;  and  that  the  said  company  were  willing  to 
purchase  such  patents  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  so  soon  as  the  same 
could  by  law  be  effected,  and  an  act  of  parliament  should  have  been 
obtained  authorising  the  said  purchase  by  the  company ;  and  that,  in  the 
meantime,  and  until  such  act  of  parliament  could  be  obtained,  it  had 
been  proposed  that  the  plaintiff  should  grant  to  the  said  company  a 
license  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  said  several  patents  during  the  re- 
mainder of  the  several  terms  of  years  of  such  patents  respectively;  which 
had  been  dope,  by  an  indenture  of  license  bearing  date,  and  duly  exe- 
cuted, the  day  before  the  date  of  the  said  agreement ;  and  further  re- 
citing that  the  plaintiff  and  the  company  were  desirous  of  entering  into 
such  agreement  in  respect  of  the  premises  as  was  thereinafter  contained: 
— ^it  was  witnessed,  that,  for  effectuating  the  said  desire,  it  was  thereby 
agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  parties  to  those  presents,  and 
the  plaintiff  did  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  (but 
so  far  only  as  the  covenants  and  agreements  thereinafter  contained  were 
to  be  observed  or  performed  by,  or  were  applicable  to,  the  plaintiff,  or  his 
heirs,  &c.,)  thereby  covenant  with  the  said  company  and  their  successors 
(but  so  far  only  as  the  covenants  and  agreements  thereinafter  contained 
were  to  be  observed  or  performed  by,  or  were  applicable,  to  them  or  their 
successors),  and  the  company  did  thereby  covenant  with  the  plaintiff, 
*hi8  executors  and  administrators,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  p^^^,. 
say,  that,  whensoever  the  said  company  or  their  successors  should  ^ 
apply  for  an  act  of  parliament  to  enable  them  to  purchase  and  take  a 
conveyance  of  the  said  several  letters-patent  for  the  united  kingdom, 
then  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  or  administrators,  should  and  would,  upon 
the  request  of  the  said  company  or  their  successors,  and  whether  such 
application  to  parliament  should  be  made  in  the  then  next  session  thereof, 
or  at  any  time  thereafter,  join  and  concur  with  the  said  company  or  their 
successors  in  the  said  application,  and  sign  the  petition  for  the  said 
intended  act,  and  testify  his  consent  thereto,  and  to  all  other  acts  and 
deeds  for  facilitating  and  promoting  the  success  of  such  application,  and 
assisting  the  said  company  and  their  successors  therein,  and  procuring 
the  said  intended  act  to  be  passed  into  a  law,  as  by  the  said  company 
and  their  successors,  or  their  counsel  in  the  law,  should  be  advised  or 
devised  and  required,  and  shoxild  and  would,  immediately  after  the  said 
intended  act  should  be  passea,  and  so  soon  as  tne  same  could  or  might 
lawfully  be  done,  convey  and  assure  the  said  several  patents  for  the 
united  kingdom,  unto  the  said  company  and  their  successors ;  or,  at  the 
option  of  the  said  company,  the  said  patents  might,  without  any  further 
consent  of  the  plaintiff,  his  executors  or  administrators,  be  vested  by  the 
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said  act  in  the  said  company  and  their  successors,  for  their  absolute  use 
and  benefit :  and  that  the  sum  of  15,000/.  in  cash  should  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  done  after  the  execution  of  the 
said  articles,  out  of  the  money  raised  ly  the  first  instalments  or  calls  on 
the  shares  in  the  said  company^ — as  by  the  said  articles,  reference  being 
thereunto  had,  will,  amongst  other  things,  more  fully  appear :  Breach, 
that  although  the  plaintiff  had,  at  all  times  since  the  making  of  the  said 
*AA91  "•rticles,  performed  and  fulfilled  all  things  *therein  contained  on 
J  his  part  and  behalf  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled,  and,  although 
the  said  company,  within  a  convenient  and  reasonable  time  after  the 
execution  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  September, 
1845,  couJd  and  might,  by  calls  and  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said 
company f  have  raised  the  ^aid  last  mentioned  sum  of  15,000Z.,  and  a  con- 
venient and  reasonable  time  for  raising  the  said  money,  and  paying  the 
same  in  cash  to  the  plaintiff,  from  and  after  the  execution  of  the  said 
articles  of  agreement,  had  elapsed  long  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit ;  and  although  the  said  company  had,  in  part  performance  of 
their  last-mentioned  covenant,  paid  to  the  plaintiff  a  small  part  of  the 
last-mentioned  sum  of  15,000/.,  to  wit,  1000/.,  yet  the  said  company,  not 
regarding  their  last-mentioned  covenant,  had  not  paid  the  residue  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  sum  of  15,000/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  had  refused 
and  still  did  refuse,  to  pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  &c. 

Third  plea, — ^to  the  first  count, — that  the  said  deed  of  settlement  in 
that  count  mentioned  and  referred  to,  was  obtained  by  the  fraud,  covin, 
and  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  collusion  with  him,— 
verification. 

Fourth  plea, — ^to  the  fibrst  count, — that  the  registry  and  incorporation 
of  the  said  company,  recited  in  the  said  deed  in  that  count  mentioned, 
were  obtained  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintiff 
and  others  in  collusion  with  him, — verification. 

Eighth  plea, — ^to  the  first  count, — that  the  said  company  was  formed 
by  and  under  a  certain  deed  of  settlement  in  the  said  first  count  men- 
tioned and  referred  to,  and  that  such  deed  of  settlement  bears  date,  to 
wit;,  the  22d  day  of  May,  1845,  and  was  and  is  made  between  the  several 
persons  whose  names  are  thereunto  subscribed,  and  whose  seals  are  there- 
♦4491  ^^^^  affixed, — and  *one  of  which  said  persons  was  and  is  the  plain- 
tiff,—of  the  first  part,  the  Right  Honourable  Arthur  Algernon, 
Earl  of  Essex,  and  George  Buckley  Bolton,  of  the  second  part,  and 
Francis  John  Lambert,  of  the  fourth  part — ^profert ;  and  that  thereby, 
after  reciting  as  therein  was  recited,  each  of  them  the  said  parties, 
whose  names  and  seals  were  thereunto  respectively  set  and  affixed,  save 
only  the  parties  thereto  of  the  second  part,  did,  for  himself,  and  herself, 
and  his  and  her  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  respectively,  and 
as  to  and  concerning  only  the  acts,  deeds,  and  defaults  of  himself  and 
herself  respectively,  and  his  and  her  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
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coyenant,  declare,  and  agree  with  and  to  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the 
second  part,  as  trustees  on  behalf  of  the  said  company,  in  manner  ex- 
pressed, among  others,  in  the  several  clanses  in  the  said  deed,  and  in 
that  plea,  contained,  that  is  to  say,  that  a  capital  of  600,000Z.  should  be 
raised  by  the  issue  of  60,000  shares,  of  10/.  each ;  that  the  directors 
might  proceed  and  carry  on  the  business  of  the  company,  although  all 
the  60,000  shares  should  not  have  been  subscribed  for ;  that,  to  carry 
on  the  business  of  the  company,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  directors, 
from  time  to  time  as  they  might  deem  expedient,  to  make  such  call  or 
calls  on  the  shareholders  for  the  payment  of  such  instalment  or  instal- 
ments on  their  shares  in  the  capital  of  the  company,  beyond  any  call  or 
caUs  then  already  paid,  as  the  directors  should,  from  time  to  time,  think 
necessary,  until  the  whole  thereof  should  be  paid, — which  instalment  or 
instalments  each  and  every  of  the  parties  thereto,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, should  duly  pay  accordingly — provided,  nevertheless,  that 
no  more  than  1/.  per  share  should  be  called  for  at  any  one  time,  and  that, 
after  any  call  should  have  be  made,  twenty-one  days  at  least  should 
elapse  before  any  further  call  should  be  made ;  that  none  of  the  share- 
holders in  the  said  •company  should  in  any  way  interfere  or  p^j^^n 
intermeddle  in  the  affairs  or  concerns  thereof,  except  so  far  as  ^ 
they  might  be  authorized  so  to  do  by  virtue  of  the  said  deed  of  settle- 
ment ;  that  the  directors  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  after 
the  complete  registration  of  the  said  company,  cause  to  be  satisfied,  out 
of  the  funds  of  the  said  company,  all  the  costs,  charges,  and  demands 
upon  the  said  company  for  business  already  done  on  account  of  the  said 
company,  and  which,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  deed  of  settle- 
ment, should  remain  unsatisfied,  including  the  costs  and  charges  incidental 
to  the  formation  of  the  said  company,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of,  and 
relating  to,  the  preparing  and  executing  the  said  deed,  and  should  also 
pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  plaintiff,  with  and  out  of  the  money 
received  from  the  first  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company,  after  pro- 
viding thereout  a  sufiiciency  to  meet  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  said 
company,  the  said  sum  of  15,000/.  in  cash :  Averment,  that,  from  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  of  settlement  hitherto,  no  calls  or 
instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  company  had  been  raised,  or  paid  to,  or 
received  by,  the  said  company,  or  to  or  by  any  persons  on  their  account, 
suflScient  to  satisfy  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  said  company,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  deed,  and  the  said  sum 
of  16,000/.,  or  any  part  thereof, — verification. 

The  eighteenth  plea,  was  a  similar  plea,  to  the  second  count. 

Twenty-first  plea, — to  the  second  count, — that  the  said  company  was 
not  incorporated  by  any  charter  or  act  of  parliament,  nor  was  the  same 
duly  and  lawfully  registered  and  incorporated,  according  to  the  form  of 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  in  the  said  deed  and 
articles  of  agreement  respectively  mentioned,  at  the  respective  times,  of 
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*4'in  ^^^  making  of  the  said  *deed  and  articles  of  agreement  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  or  either  of  them, — verification. 

Twenty-second  plea,  —  to  the  second  count, — ;that  the  said  company 
was  a  company  requiring  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  act  of  parliament  in  the  declara- 
tion first  above  mentioned ;  and  that,  at  the  time  of  the  obtaining  of  a 
certificate  of  complete  registration  by  the  said  company,  the  said  com- 
pany was  not  formed  by  a  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands  and  seals  of 
the  shareholders  therein,  or  any  of  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  in  the  said  declara- 
tion first  above  mentioned,  nor  was  there,  at  any  time,  any  such  deed 
of  settlement  of  the  said  company,  as  is  required  by  the  said  statute,  — 
verification. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  generally  to  the  third  and  fourth  pleas,  and 
specially  to  the  eighteenth,  twenty-first,  and  twenty-second,  and  replied 
de  injurid  to  the  eighth  plea. 

The  defendant  demurred  specially  to  the  replication  to  the  eighth 
plea. 

F.  Eobinson  (with  whom  was  Talfourdy  Serjt.),  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
third  plea  is  clearly  bad :  it  alleges,  generally,  that  the  deed  of  settle- 
mentj — not  the  deed  upon  which  the  plaintiff  declares, — was  obtained  by 
fraud  and  covin  ;  and  it  it  not  stated  upon  whom  the  supposed  fraud  was 
practised.  The  fourth  plea, — that  the  registry  and  incorporation  of  the 
company  recited  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  were  obtained  by  the  fraud 
and  covin  of  the  plaintiff  and  others, — leaves  the  alleged  fraud  equally 
remote  from  the  deed  declared  on. 

Bovill  was  called  upon  by  the  court  to  support  these  pleas.  The  third 
and  fourth  pleas  seek  to  show  that  the  deed  of  settlement  and  the  incor- 
^AM-\  poration  are  void.  •The  7th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110, 
J  — the  act  for  the  registration,  incorporation,  and  regulation  of 
joint-stock  companies, — enacts  ''  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  joint- 
stock  company  hereafter  to  be  formed  for  any  purpose  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act,  &c.,  to  act  otherwise  than  provisionally  in  accordance 
with  the  act,  until  such  company  shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration  as  hereinafter  provided,"  &c.  The  consequence 
of  non-registration,  is,  that  there  is  no  company  in  existence  that  was 
capable  of  contracting, — a  state  of  things  which  the  defendants  allege 
to  have  been  brought  about  by  the  plaintiff's  fraud.  Unless  there  be  a 
valid  deed  of  settlement,  there  can  be  no  valid  deed  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  can  sue ;  nor  can  any  funds  be  raised  out  of  which  the  15,0007. 
could  be  paid.  The  third  plea,  therefore,  strikes  at  the  very  root  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim.  [WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  first  count  alleges  that  the  com- 
pany have  raised  the  money,  and  have  omitted  to  pay.  Maulb,  J.  And 
the  plea  admits  it.]  That  does  not  affect  the  argument.  [Maulb,  J. 
Upon  whom  is  the  alleged  fraud  committed?]    It  may  be  difficult  to 


6  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  452 

saj.  The  plea  alleges  that  the  execution  of  the  deed  was  obtained  by 
means  of  fraud.  [Matjle,  J.  The  plea  neither  states  from  whom  or  by 
wh<Hn  the  execution  was  obtained.]  The  fourth  plea  is  not  met  by  that 
difficulty :  it  states  that  the  registry  and  incorporation  of  the  company 
were  obtained  by  the  fraud  and  covin  of  the  plaintiff  and  others  in  col- 
lusion with  him.  The  statute  was  passed  for  the  protection  of  share- 
holders and  of  the  public.  It  requires  that  the  company  shall  be  com- 
pletely registered,  before  they  are  in  a  situation  to  contract.  If  a  man 
has  obtained  the  registry  and  incorporation  of  a  company  by  means  of 
fraud,  can  he  be  permitted  to  avail  himself  of  a  deed  so  obtained? 
[Mattlb,  J.  Would  a  plea  to  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
^^that  the  goods  were  obtained  by  fraud,"  •be  a  good  plea?]  r^^A^-o 
Perhaps  not.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  defendants  themselves  were  '- 
parties  to  the  registry  and  incorporation  of  the  company.]  At  that 
time  the  company  had  no  existence.  [Maule,  J.  It  is  not  true,  that 
a  deed  that  is  obtained  by  fraud,  is  therefore  void.  The  rule  is,  that  the 
par^  defrauded  may^  at  his  election,  treat  it  as  void.] 

Robinson.  The  first  count  alleges  that  money  had  been  raised  by  the 
company,  out  of  which  they  might,  and  ought  to,  have  paid  the  15,000Z. 
The  eighth  plea  states  that  the  company  was  formed  by  and  under  a 
certain  deed  of  settlement  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  which  amongst 
other  things,  provided  that  the  directors  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently 
could  be  after  the  complete  registration  of  the  company,  cause  to  be  satis- 
fied, out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  company,  all  the  costs,  charges,  and 
demands  upon  the  said  company  for  business  already  done  on  account  of 
the  said  company,  and  which,  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  deed  of 
settlement,  should  remain  unsatisfied,  including  the  costs  and  charges 
incidental  to  the  formation  of  the  said  company,  and  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  and  relating  to  the  preparing  and  executing  the  said  deed, 
and  should  also  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  with  or  out  of  the 
money  received  from  the  first  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company, — 
after  providing  thereout  a  sufSciency  to  meet  the  necessary  expenses  of 
the  said  company, — the  said  sum  of  15,000/.  in  cash ;  and  avers,  that, 
from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  deed  of  settlement  hitherto, 
no  calls  or  instalments  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company  have  been 
ndsed  or  paid  to,  or  received  by  the  said  company,  or  by  any  persons  on 
their  account,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  said  com- 
pany, according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  deed,  and  the 
said  sum  of  16,000/.,  or  any  •part  thereof.  That  plea  is  clearly  r:,,^^^ 
bad.  Suppose  the  two  deeds,  that  is,  the  deed  of  settlement  and  ^ 
the  deed  declared  on,  are  quite  inconsistent  with  each  other,  the  latest 
in  point  of  date  supersedes  the  prior  deed:  Patmore  v.  Oolbum^  1  C.  M. 
&  R.  65, 4  Tyrwh.  840.  Here,  the  second  deed  provides  that  the  15,000/. 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalments  or  calls  on 
shares  in  the  company.    The  plea  merely  states  that  no  calls  or  instalments 
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hare  been  raised  from  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  settlement, 
not  that  no  money  had  been  previously  raised.  It  may  fairly  be  inferred 
from  the  language  of  the  covenant  that  the  company  had  at  that  time 
funds  in  hand.  Though  they  might  not  have  been  in  a  situation  to  make 
calls,  they  had  the  deposits,  which  may  be  termed  instalments. 

Bovillf  contri.  If  the  covenant  had  merely  been  to  pay  the  15,000/., 
it  may  be  conceded  that  the  deed  of  settlement, — though  executed  by  the 
plaintiff, — would  not  have  controlled  the  subsequent  deed.  But  the  co- 
venant declared  upon  is  not  a  covenant  to  pay  absolutely,  but  to  pay  out 
of  a  particular  fund  which  is  pointed  out  in  the  first  deed.  It  is  only 
under  the  deed  of  settlement  that  any  money  can  be  raised  at  all.  The 
second  deed  can  only  be  explained  by  a  reference  to  the  first. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  second  deed  modifies  the  first.  The  two  are  quite 
consistent.  At  the  time  the  first  deed  was  executed,  the  number  of  share- 
holders was  uncertain :  it  was  ascertained  at  the  date  of  the  second  deed. 
These  instruments  are  carefully  framed  by  skilful  hands :  and  we  must 
^ .  -  take  the  language  to  have  been  advisedly  used.  *I  think  the  fair 
-I  construction  of  the  second  deed,  is  that  the  company  undertake 
that  sufficient  money  shall  be  raised  to  pay  the  15,000/. 

Maule,  J.  The  eighth  plea  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  present  a  shadow 
of  defence.  And  the  eighteenth,  which  is  a  similar  plea  to  the  second 
count,  must  share  the  same  fate. 

Bobinsan.  The  twenty-first  plea, — that  the  company  was  not  incor- 
porated by  any  charter  or  act  of  parliament,  nor  was  the  same  duly  and 
lawfully  registered  and  incorporated  according  to  the  statute,  at  the 
times  of  the  making  of  the  deed  and  articles  of  agreement  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned, — is  clearly  bad.  It  is  not  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  corporation ; 
but  it  professes  to  negative  incorporation  in  certain  ways,  at  particular 
times.  The  precise  mode  of  incorporation  is  quite  immaterial.  It  might 
be  a  foreign  incorporation.  [Cresswell,  J.  Or  an  incorporation  by 
prescription.]  Probably  that  would  imply  a  charter  or  act  of  parliament. 
In  Henriques  v.  The  Dutch  West  India  Oampanj/y  2  Ld.  Raym.  1532,  1 
Stra.  612,  it  was  held  that  a  foreign  corporation  may  sue  in  their  cor- 
porate name  here.  The  like  was  held  in  the  case  of  The  Natimial  Bank 
of  St.  Charles  v.  Be  Bemales^  R.  &  M.  190.  This  plea  is  also  bad  for 
putting  in  issue  matter  of  law.  In  Hume  v.  Liversidge^  1  C.  &  M.  S32,  it 
was  held  that  a  plea,  to  a  declaration  on  a  bail-bond,  that  no  proper 
affidavit  of  debt  was  filed,  was  bad.  [Maule,  J.  The  company  may  not 
have  been  "  duly  and  lawfully"  registered,  by  reason  of  the  breach  of 
some  one  of  the  many  regulations,  the  non-observance  of  which  might 
not  vitiate  the  certificate  of  registry.]  In  Wehh  v.  James^  7  M.  kW. 
♦4561  ^^^'  *^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^y  *^®  *trea8urer  appointed  by  commissioners 
-^  acting  under  a  local  lighting  and  paving  act,  against  a  collector 
of  rates  and  his  sureties, — the  defendants  craved  oyer  of  the  bond  and 
condition,  which  recited,  inter  alia^  that  H.  J.,  one  of  the  defendants. 
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had  been  appointed  collector  of  the  rates  due  and  payable  under  and  by 
Tirtue  of  the  act,  and  had  been  called  upon  to  give  security  for  the  due 
performance  of  the  office ;  and  the  condition  was,  inter  aHa,  for  the  col- 
lection of  all  such  rates  as  II.  J.  should  be  directed  to  demand  and  obtain 
by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  and  for  delivering  a  true  account  of  and  pay- 
ing to  the  treasurer  of  the  commissioners,  all  moneys  by  him  received 
'^by  virtue,  and  for  the  purposes,  of  the  said  act;"  the  defendants  then 
pleaded,  so  far  as  related  to  that  part  of  the  condition,  that,  ^^  during  the 
continuance  of  the  said  appointment,  no  rate  was  made,  or  in  any  ipatf 
existed,  which  he  the  said  H.  J.  eotUd  legally,  or  according  to  law,  collect 
or  get  in,  or  could  legally,  or  according  to  law,  demand  or  oUain  by 
virtue  of  hie  eaid  office,  and  that  he  did  not,  at  any  time  during  the  con- 
tmuance  of  his  said  appointment,  legally  receive  any  money  by  virtue, 
or  for  the  purposes,  of  the  said  act  or  relative  to  the  collectorship  of  the 
said  rates :"  and  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  would  have  been  bad  on  special 
demurrer,  if  the  objection  had  been  sufficiently  pointed  out,  for  attempt- 
ing to  raise  an  issue  of  law,  and  for  not  showing  positively,  either  that  no 
rate  was  made,  or  in  what  the  alleged  illegality  consisted.  So,  in  Bans- 
ford  V.  Copeland,  6  Ad.  &  E.  482,  in  assumpsit  by  the  public  officer 
of  a  company,  described  in  the  declaration  as  carrying  on  the  business 
of  bankers  in  England,  according  to  the  7  G.  4,  c.  46, — a  plea  that 
the  company  carrying  on  business,  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
consisted  of  more  than  six  persons,  and  that  they  were  illegally 
^associated  together,  and  carried  on  such  business,  for  the  pur-  r^Atirr 
pose  of  borrowing  and  taking  up,  in  England,  money  on  their  ^ 
bOls  and  notes,  payable  on  demand,  or  at  less  than  six  months  from  the 
borrowing,  during  the  continuance  of  the  privilege  granted  to  the  Bank 
of  England  by  the  statute  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  98, — ^was  admitted  to  be  bad, 
if  demurred  to,  on  the  ground  that  it  put  in  issue  matter  of  law,  as  well 
as  matter  of  fact.  The  objection  here  arises  from  a  misconception  of  the 
statute.  The  registration  is  not  avoided  by  a  failure  to  observe  some  one 
or  more  of  the  directions  contained  in  the  7th  section,  and  in  schedule  A. 
there  referred  to.  The  registrar  is  the  proper  person  to  determine  whether 
or  not  there  has  been  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute,  before 
granting  a  certificate  of  complete  registration.(a)  [Maule,  J.  The 
plea  negatives  the  absolute  perfection  of  the  registry.  It  may  be  that 
the  act  has  been  substantially  complied  with,  but  that  some  of  the 
matters  required  to  be  stated  are  not  stated  in  a  tabular  form.]  The  plea 
should  at  least  point  out  in  what  the  supposed  illegality  consists.  The 
defendants  are  not  responsible  for  any  omission  or  breach  of  duty  by 
the  officer:  Margate-Pier  Company  v.  Sannam,  8  B.  &  Aid.  266. 
[  WlLDB,  C.  J.  Under  the  ships'  registry  acts,  it  haa  been  held  that  an 
omission  on  the  part  of  the  officer,  will  not  avoid  the  transfer  of  the  ship.] 

(s)  For  the  ]>ractice  on  thif  lubject,  see  Taylor's  Joint-Stook  CompaaiM*  regiitrttkm  scte, 
p.  113,  et  aeq. 
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And  in  Cook  v.  HenBoUy  1  Man.,  6r.  &  S.  908,  the  inconvenience  of 
entering  upon  such  an  inquiry,  is  pointed  out  by  Tindal,  C.  J.  Besides, 
here,  the  defendants  are  estopped  from  urging  this  objection  ;  for,  it  is 
expressly  recited,  in  the  deed  declared  upon,  that  the  company  has  been 
^'registered  and  incorporated  in  pursuance  of  the  act."  In  Hill  v.  The 
•±PSC{  -^'^^^^"^w^'Sli^/brd- TFix^er- TFbri*  *  Company^  2  B.  &  Ad. 
J  544,  it  was  held,  that  an  obligor  sued  on  a  bond  reciting  a  certain 
consideration,  is  estopped  from  pleading  that  the  consideration  was  differ- 
ent, unless  he  can  make  it  appear  by  his  plea  that  the  real  transaction 
was  fraudulent  or  unlawful.  So,  in  Bowman  v.  Taylor^  2  Ad.  &  E.  278, 
the  declaration,  in  covenant,  stated,  that  by  indenture, — after  reciting 
that  the  plaintiff  had  invented  certain  improvements  in  the  construction 
of  looms,  and  had  obtained  letters-patent  for  such  invention,  and  that  be 
had  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  let  them  use  the  said  invention  for  s 
certain  part  of  the  term  granted  by  the  letters-patent,  in  consideration 
of  certain  covenants,  &c., — the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  permit  the  defend- 
ants to  use,  and  have  the  benefit  of,  such  invention  and  patent,  and  the 
defendants,  in  consideration  of  the  grant,  &c.,  covenanted  to  perform  the 
agreement  on  their  part;  alleging  for  breach  non-performance.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  after  setting  out  the  patent,  that  the  supposed  inven- 
tion therein  and  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  not  nor  is  a  new  inven- 
tion; and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  first  or  true  inventor  of  the 
improvements  in  the  indenture  and  letters-patent  mentioned.  And  it 
was  held  on  general  demurrer,  that,  if  the  pleas  amounted  to  a  denial 
of  the  plaintiff's  having  invented  the  improvements,  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  deed  alleged  him  to  have  done  so,  the  defendants  were  estopped  by 
their  recital  in  the  deed  from  contradicting  that  fact.  Lord  Denmax 
there  says :  "  As  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt.  352,  b,  that  a 
recital  doth  not  conclude,  because  it  is  no  direct  aflirmation,  the  authority 
of  Lord  Coke  is  a  very  great  one ;  but,  still,  if  a  party  has,  by  his  deed, 
recited  a  specific  fact,  though  introduced  by  'whereas,*  it  seems  to  me 
impossible  to  say  that  he  shall  not  be  bound  by  his  own  assertion,  so 
Q  made  under  seal.  This  point  was  *much  considered  in  Lainson 
^^^J  V.  Tremere,  1  Ad.  &  E.  792,  3  N.  &  M.  603.  There  could  have 
been  no  case  in  which  the  court  would  have  been  more  strongly  inclined  to 
struggle  against  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  than  that.  The  action  was 
upon  a  bond.  The  condition,  set  out  on  oyer,  recited  that,  by  indenture 
of  lease  between  the  plaintiff's  testator  and  the  defendant,  the  testator  . 
demised  premises  to  the  defendant  at  the  yearly  rent  of  170/. ;  and  the 
condition  was,  payment  to  the  testator  of  that  sum.  The  defendant 
pleaded  that  the  lease  in  the  condition  mentioned,  was  a  lease,  the  red- 
dendum of  which  was  1407.  only,  and  that  that  sum  had  always  been  paid ; 
to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  yearly  sum  of  1707.  had  not  been 
paid.  On  demurrer,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  estopped  from 
pleadbg^  a  lease  at  1401.,  which  was  in  effect,  the  same  as  saying  that 
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there  was  no  lease  at  1707.,  as  mentioned  in  the  bond.  This  was  as  strong 
a  case  as  can  be  conceived;  and  the  averment  creating  the  estoppel, 
was  introduced  by  way  of  recital :  yet  this  court,  upon  the  greatest  con- 
sideration of  the  cases,  ancient  and  modern,  decided  for  the  estoppel.** 

The  twenty-second  plea  is  similar  to  the  twenty-first,  merely  bringing 
down  the  statement  of  non-incorporation  to  the  time  of  pleading.  The 
observations  made  upon  the  former  plea,  will,  therefore,  equally  apply 
to  this.  The  defendants,  being  sued  as  a  corporation,  have  entered  an 
appearance  in  their  corporate  name,  and  they  now  appear  by  counsel. 
They  could  be  sued  in  no  other  way :  Case  of  The  Lombardy  Merchants, 
Bro.  Abr.  tit.  Corporationn  and  Capacities^  pi.  28.(a) 

*BoviHj  contr^.  The  twenty-first  and  twenty-second  pleas  r*4gA 
are  well  pleaded.  To  create  a  strict  legal  estoppel,  the  statements  '' 
in  the  indenture,  and  the  allegations  in  the  plea,  must  be  identical. 
Here,  the  plea  does  not  show  any  estoppel ;  it  simply  shows  that  which 
amounts  to  evidence.  The  recital  in  the  deed  is,  that  the  company  was 
^^  registered  and  incorporated  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  :*'  the  allega- 
tion in  the  plea  is,  that  the  company  was  not  "duly  and  lawfully 
registered  and  incorporated  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,"  &c. 
It  18  said  that  these  two  pleas  are  bad,  because  they  do  not  exclude  the 
possibility  of  a  foreign  incorporation ;  and  cases  were  cited  to  show  that 
a  foreign  corporation  may  sue  here  in  its  corporate  name.  That  may 
be  80 :  but  here,  the  deed  itself  recites  that  the  incorporation  is  under 
the  act  of  parliament :  all  other  modes  of  incorporation,  therefore,  are 
necessarily  excluded.  Then,  it  is  said  that  the  plea  is  bad  for  putting 
in  issue  matter  of  law.  No  doubt,  it  is  a  rule  of  pleading,  that  a  con- 
diiaion  of  law  shall  not  be  traversed.  But  there  are  many  instances  of 
traverses  being  held  good,  though  involving  matter  of  law  as  well  as 
matter  of  fact.  Thus,  a  plea  to  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a 
patent,  that  no  specification  had  been  duly  inroUed,  or  to  an  action  on 
an  annuity  deed,  that  no  memorial  had  been  duly  inrolled,  would  be  free 
from  objccnon.  In  Muntz  v.  Foster,  6  M.  &;  6,  784,  7  Scott,  K  B. 
471, 1  D.  &  L.  737,  in  case  for  infringing  a  patent,  the  declaration,  after 
setting  out  the  letters-patent,  with  the  usual  proviso  for  making  them 
void  in  case  of  the  non-inrolment  of  a  specification  within  six  calendar 
months,  alleged  that  the  plaintifi*  did,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  proviso 
and  of  the  said  letters-patent,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  under 
lu8  hand  and  seal,  particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of 
^his  said  invention,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  and  r*^i 
might  be  performed,  and  afterwards,  and  within  six  calendar 
months  next  after  the  date  of  the  letters-patent,  cause  the  said  instru- 
ment in  writing  to  be  inrolled  in  Chancery.     The  plea  averred  that  the 

Cb)  Citing  T.  19  H.  6,  fo.  80,  pi.  11.  But  in  that  case  the  reason  alleged  for  not  recording 
(he  appearance  of  the  two  Lombards  as  an  appearance  by  the  company — against  whom  the  ac- 
tiim  was  brought  by  a  writ,  which  ran  thus,  Praeipe  Soe»tiat4  iMwtbardcmm  Land,  MereaUrum 
i*  Flormtdat^'^mB,  that  the  two  said  that  tkty  wer»  not  ^  2a  Ftlamtk^. 
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plaintiff  caused  to  be  inroUed  in  Chancery,  Fithiiv  six  calendar  montlis 
after  the  date  of  the  said  letters-patent,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  a  certain  instm- 
ment  in  writing,  in  the  words  and  to  the  effect  following, — setting  it  out 
in  keec  verhay — and  that  the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  inroUed  in  Chancery, 
within  six  months  after  the  date  of  the  letters-patent,  no  instrument  in 
writing  other  than  and  except  the  said  instrument  in  writing  thereinbe- 
fore set  forth  and  contained ;  whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
the  said  letters-patent  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  ceased  and  deter- 
mined, and  became  and  were,  and  still  are,  of  no  force  and  effect, — con* 
eluding  with  a  verification.  And  the  plea  was  held  bad  on  special 
demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the 
inrolment  alleged  in  the  declaration.  In  the  course  of  the  argument, 
Maule,  J.,  observes, — "  Suppose  the  declaration  to  have  set  out  a  good 
specification,  and  to  have  averred  that  the  plaintiff  had  caused  the  same 
to  be  duly  inroUed,  and  that  the  plea  had  set  forth  another  specification, 
and  to  have  alleged  that  the  defendants  [plaintiff]  had  inrolled  the  latter 
specification,  and  no  other ;  would  not  the  plea  clearly  have  been  bad  ?'* 
And,  eventually,  the  court  took  that  view  of  the  matter.  It  is  quite 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  fact  of  mcorporation  could  not  have  been 
traversed  otherwise  than  it  is  here.  [Matjlb,  J.  Would  it  be  a  good 
plea,  to  say,  that,  although  the  company  was  incorporated  in  fact,  yet 
such  incorporation  was  not  valid  and  effectual  in  law  ?]  No.  Here,  the 
plea  amounts  to  no  more  than  the  statement  of  the  fact  of  non-regi&- 
*ilf591  *^**^^^'  [Maulb,  J.  The  true  interpretation  of  the  *twenty-fir8t 
-^  plea,  is,  as  it  seems  to  me,  that  it  involves  matter  of  law  only, 
and  no  matter  of  fact.]  A  plea,  to  an  action  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill 
of  exchange,  that  he  had  not  had  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill, 
would  seem  to  be  open  to  the  same  objection.  The  twenty-second  plea 
was  intended  to  be  applied  to  the  case  of  there  being  no  deed  of  settlement. 
It  would  be  difficult  to  frame  a  plea  in  any  other  than  this  general  form. 
It  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  the  incorporation  of  the  company.  [Wildb, 
C.  J.    Which  the  deed,  to  which  they  are  parties,  expressly  recites.] 

As  to  the  declaration, — the  first  count  proceeds  upon  the  supposition 
that  certain  moneys  had  been  raised  by  the  company,  out  of  which  thej 
might  have  paid  the  plaintiff  the  15,000/.  The  second  count  contains 
no  such  allegation :  it  merely  alleges  that  they  might  have  raised  the 
money,  and  that  they  have  not  paid  it.  The  second  deed  contains  no 
distinct  covenant  to  pay  the  15,000/.  absolutely.  In  Pontet  v.  The 
BattngBtoke-Canal  Company^  3  N.  C.  433,  4  Scott,  182,  a  canal  com- 
pany was  impowered  by  act  of  parliament,  to  raise  money  on  the  securit j 
of  the  oanal  and  dues,  the  creditors  to  have  no  priority  over  each  other : 
by  the  form  of  deed  given  in  the  act  of  parliament  authorising  the 
undertaking,  the  canal  and  dues  were  assigned  to  the  lenders  as  a  seoa- 
rity,  until  the  principal  money,  ^Hogether  with  interest  for  the  same,  at 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  eenium  per  annum^  to  commence  from  the  24th  of 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  462 

Jone  then  last  past,  and  to  be  paid  half-yearfyj  &c.,  should  be  fiilly 
repaid  and  satisfied  :*'  and  it  was  held,  that  these  words  did  not  amount 
to  a  covenant  to  pay.  So,  here,  the  raising  of  the  money  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  demand  the  15,000/.:  and  there  is 
no  covenant,  express  or  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  company,  that  they 
will  raise  the  necessary  funds.  [Maulb,  J.  •It  is  alleged  that  p^  .^^ 
the  defendants  could  and  might,  by  calls  and  instalments  on  the  ^ 
shares  of  the  said  company,  have  raised  the  money,,  and  that  a  con- 
venient and  reasonable  time  for  raising  the  money,  and  paying  the  plain- 
tiff, had  elapsed,  and  yet  that  the  money  had  not  been  paid.  After  a 
pleading  over,  that  is  a  sufficient  allegation  that  they  had  power  to  raise 
the  money,  but  did  not  raise  it.]  No  duty  is  here  shown  to  be  cast  upon 
the  defendants  to  do  that,  the  omission  to  do  which  is  relied  upon  as  a 
cause  of  action.  [Maule,  J.  Is  there  not  an  implied  duty?  The 
defendants  contract  to  pay  the  15,000/.  out  of  the  first  instalments  or 
calls.]  The  defendants  do  not  covenant  to  raise  the  money :  and  there 
is  noUiing  in  the  deed  to  show  that  they  are  the  parties  whose  duty  it  is 
to  make  the  calls.  In  Aspdin  v.  AiMtiUy  5  Q.  B.  671,  1  D.  &  Meriv. 
515,  by  a^eement  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  manufacture  for  the  defendant,  cement  of  a  certain  quality ; 
and  the  defendant,  on  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  performing  such  engage- 
ment, promised  to  pay  him  4/.  weekly  during  the  two  years  following  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  and  5/.  weekly  during  the  year  next  following, 
and  also  to  receive  him  into  partnership  as  a  manufacturer  of  cement  at 
the  expiration  of  the  five  years :  and  the  plaintiff  engaged  to  instruct 
the  defendant  in  the  art  of  manufacturing  cement.  Each  party  bound 
himself  in  a  penal  sum,  to  fulfil  the  agreement.  The  defendant  after- 
wards  covenanted  by  deed  for  the  performance  of  the  agreement  on  his 
part.  It  was  held  that  the  stipulations  in  the  agreement  did  not  ralfle 
an  implied  covenant  that  the  defendant  should  employ  the  plaintiff  in 
the  business  during  three  or  two  years,  although  the  defendant  was 
bound  by  the  express  words  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  stipulated  wages 
during  those  periods  respectively,  *^  the  plaintiff  performed,  or 


was  ready  to  perform,  the  condition  precedent  on  his  part.    Re- 
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ferring  to  Sampson  v.  EaBterhf/y  9  B.  &  G.  505,  4  M.  &  B.  422(a),  and 
SttUoun  V.  HomUmn^  1  Bingh.  433,  8  J.  B.  Moore,  546,  Lord  Dskmah, 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  says:  ^'We  have  examined 
these,  and-  several  earlier  cases  which  were  cited  in  the  argument  of  the 
latter  case :  and,  upon  consideration,  they  do  not  appear  to  us  to  sup- 
port the  proposition  for  which  the  plaintiff  contends,  to  the  extent  te 
irtiich  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  carry  it.  It  will  be  found  in  those 
cases,  that,  where  words  of  redtal  or  reference  manifested  a  dear  inten* 
ti<m  that  the  parties  should  do  certun  acts,  the  courts  have,  from  these, 
inferred  a  covenant  to  do  such  acts,  and  sustained  actions  of  covenant 

(a>  Afiinned  in  Exch.  Ch.  Eawierhjf  t.  Samptout  6  Bingh.  644,  4  M.  &  P.  601. 
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for  the  non-performance,  as  if  the  instminents  had  contained  express 
covenants  to  perform  them.  But  it  is  a  manifest  extension  of  that  prin- 
ciple, to  hold,  that,  where  parties  have  expressly  covenanted  to  perform 
certain  acts,  they  must  be  held  to  have  impliedly  covenanted  for  every 
act  convenient,  or  even  necessary,  for  the  perfect  performance  of  their 
express  covenants.  Where  parties  have  entered  into  written  engage- 
ments with  expressed  stipulations,  it  is  manifestly  not  desirable  to  extend 
them  by  any  implications :  the  presumption  is,  that,  having  expressed 
some,  they  have  expressed  all,  the  conditions  by  which  they  intended  to 
be  bound  under  that  instrument.''  So,  in  Dunn  v.  Sayles^  5  Q.  B.  685, 
1  D.  &  Meriv.  519,  the  declaration,  in  covenant,  stated,  that,  by  deed 
between  the  defendant,  D.,  and  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  covenanted  that 
D.  should  for  five  years  from  the  date  serve  the  defendant  in  the  art  of 
a  surgeon-dentist,  and  attend  for  nine  hours  each  day ;  and  the  defend- 
♦dft^l  *^*'  ^^  consideration  of  the  services  to  be  done  •by  D.,  covenanted 
-^  with  the  plaintiff,  that  he,  the  defendant,  would,  during  the  five 
years  (in  case  D.  should  faithfully  perform  his  part  of  the  agreement, 
particularly  as  to  the  nine  hours,  but  not  otherwise),  pay  D.  35«.  per 
week  for  the  first  year,  21.  per  week  for  the  second  and  third,  and  2L 
29.  per  week  for  the  fourth  and  fifth ;  that  D.  was  in  the  service  foi 
some  time  after  the  making  of  the  deed,  till  dismissed,  and  during  sU 
that  time  faithfully  performed  service,  &c.,  and  was  willing  and  tendered 
to  perform,  &c.,  to  the  end  of  the  five  years ;  but  that  the  defendant, 
during  the  term,  refused  to  permit  D.  to  remain  in  his  service,  and  dis- 
missed him :  and  it  was  held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the 
declaration  did  not  show  any  covenant  corresponding  to  the  breach.  In 
Ghviliim  V.  Danielle  2  C.  M.  &;  R.  61,  5  Tyrwh.  644,  the  plaintiff  de- 
clared upon  an  agreement,  by  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell,  and 
the  plaintiff  to  purchase,  all  the  naphtha  which  the  defendant  might 
make  from  the  1st  of  June  then  next,  for  and  during  the  term  of  two 
years,  say  from  1000  to  1200  gallons  per  month,  at  the  rate  of  ^.  6d. 
per  gallon,  &c.:  the  declaration  then  averred,  that  the  quantities  of 
naphtha  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  made  during  a  period  of  ten 
months,  under  the  agreement,  at  the  rate  of  from  1000  to  1200  gallons 
per  month,  and  to  have  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  amounted  to 
a  much  larger  quantity  than  he  had  sold  and  delivered,  viz.  7000  gal- 
lons cjore ;  yet  that  the  defendant  had  not  sold  and  delivered  the  same 
to  him :  and  the  declaration  was  held  bad,  on  general  demurrer ;  Lord 
Abingbr  saying,  that,  "if,  by  fraud,  the  defendant  manufactured  less 
than  he  ought  to  have  done,  the  breach  should  have  been  shaped  accord- 
u^gly*"  So,  here,  if  the  defendants  were  under  any  legal  obligation  to 
make  calls,  the  declaration  should  have  so  ^averred.     Quarring^ 
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ton  V.  Arthur^  10  M.  k  W.  885,  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect. 


The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  that  the  company  had  funds  out  of 
which  the  money  could  be  paid :  Andrews  v.  Ellmn^  6  J.  B.  Moore, 
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199.(a)  It  should  also  have  been  clearly  shown  how  the  duty  to  raise 
the  money  arose :  Max  v.  RobeHs^  12  East,  89 ;  Morgan  v.  Bimie,  9 
Bingh.  672,  8  M.  &  Scott,  76.  [Maule,  J.,  referred  to  The  Lancatter- 
Canal  Company  v.  Pamabyy  11  Ad.  &  E.  223,  3  P.  &  D.  162,  1  Rail- 
way Cases,  696.(J)]  The  words  "  might  and  could**  clearly  create  no  duty. 
Robinson  J  in  reply.  The  twenty-first  and  twenty -second  pleas  are 
clearly  bad.  By  the  25th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  a  company 
on  obtaining  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  becomes  to  all  intents 
and  purposes  a  corporation.  Credit  will  be  given  to  the  act  of  the  offi- 
cer whose  duty  it  is  to  grant  the  certificate.  These  pleas,  therefore, 
pat  in  issue  matter  of  law.  The  construction  put  upon  the  deed  by  the 
second  count  is  the  true  one,  and  is  consistent  with  the  intention  of  the 
parties ;  which  alone  the  court  will  look  to.  In  Otway  v.  JEToldipSy  2 
Mod.  266,((?)  debt  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  as 
executor,  upon  a  bond  wherein  the  testator  acknowledged  himself  to  be 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  40/.,  which  he  thereby  covenanted  to  pay, 
when  such  a  bill  of  costs  should  be  stated  by  two  attorneys  indifferently 
to  be  chosen  between  them ;  the  declaration  averring  that  the  plaintiff 
named  one  attorney,  and  desired  the  defendant  to  name  another,  which 
he  refused.  It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  de- 
claration was  not  *good,  because  the  money  was  to  be  paid  ri^A^rr 
upon  an  account  stated,  which  not  being  done,  by  the  plaintiff's  ^ 
own  showing  it  was  not  yet  due ;  and  this  ought  to  be  taken  as  penned, 
vtz.  iolvendunij  and  not  an  express  covenant.  But  the  whole  court  were 
of  opinion  '^  that  it  was  not  a  aolvendumj  but  a  covenant,  which  did  not 
take  away  the  duty  ascertained  by  the  obligation :  and,  if  it  should  not 
be  a  covenant,  but  an  entire  bond,  then  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the 
obligor  whether  ever  it  shall  be  payable :  but,  be  it  either  the  one  or  the 
other,  the  plaintiff,  having  named  an  attorney,  ought  to  recover.*'  In 
The  Duke  of  St.  Albane  v.  Mlisy  16  East,  352,  a  lessee  covenanted  that 
he  would  at  all  times  during  the  term  plough,  sow,  manure,  and  cultivate 
the  demised  premises  {except  the  rabbit-tvarren  and  eheep-toalk)  in  a  due 
course  of  husbandry ;  and  it  was  held  that  this  implied  a  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  lessee,  not  to  plough,  &c.,  the  excepted  land.  ''By  what- 
ever words,"  said  Lord  Ellenborouoh  ''we  collect  an  agreement  that 
the  thing  should  not  be  done,  we  collect  enough  to  make  an  action  of 
covenant  maintainable  for  the  doing  of  it."  So,  in  The  Earl  of  Shrews- 
bury T.  C^otUd,  2  B.  &;  Aid.  487,  where  a  lessee  covenanted  that  he  would 
at  all  times  and  seasons  of  burning  lime,  supply  the  lessor  and  his  tenants 
with  lime,  jit  a  settled  price,  for  the  improvement  of  their  lands,  and  the 
reparation  of  their  bouses, — ^it  was  held,  that  this  covenant  also  implied 
that  be  would  bum  lime  at  all  snch  seasons ;  and  that  it  was  not  a  good 

(a)  And  Bee  Chapman  v.  Beiuont  ante,  p.  330. 

(h)  Affinning  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  reported  3  N.  &  P.  523. 

(r)  And  tee  HM^  ▼.  Oeioay,  2  Sttuid.  106. 
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defence  to  plead  that  there  was  no  lime  burned  on  the  premises,  out  ot 
which  the  lessor  could  be  supplied.  Again,  in  Webber  v.  Plummer,  2 
8.  k  Aid.  746,  where  the  lessee  covenanted  that  he  would,  at  all  times 
'uring  the  term,  fold  his  flock  which  he  should  keep  upon  the  demised 
'4fiftl  P^'^^^scs,  upon  *such  parts  thereof  where  the  same  had  been 
'-'  usually  folded,  under  a  penalty  of  3/.  a  time,  for  every  time  the 
»ame  should  be  folded  off  from  the  demised  premises,  or  on  any  other 
part  thereof  than  where  the  same  had  been  usually  folded, — it  was  held 
that  this  amounted  to  a  covenant  to  ieep,  as  well  2^  fold,  a  flock.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  The  15,000?.  is  to  be  paid  out  of  money  raised, — ^not  to  be  raised,] 
The  covenant  clearly  must  be  intended  to  be  a  covenant  to  pay  the  money 
within  a  reasonable  time.  The  invention  might  have  been  so  profitable 
that  no  calls  were  needed. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  objections  that  have  been 
urged  to  the  declaration  in  this  case,  are  not  available,  and  that  the  pleas 
demurred  to  are  bad. 

The  second  count  of  the  declaration, — to  which  the  objections  apply,— 
sets  out  articles  of  agreement,  by  which  it  was  recited,  that  certain 
letters-patent  had  been  granted  to  the  plaintiff;  that  the  company,— who 
were  parties  to  the  agreement, — had  been  duly  formed,  under  a  deed  of 
settlement,  for  the  purchase  and  working  of  the  said  letters-patent ;  that 
the  plaintiff  had  offered  to  sell  the  same  to  the  company,  and  the  com- 
pany to  purchase  the  same,  so  soon  as  an  act  of  parliament  should  have 
been  obtained  authorising  such  purchase ;  and  that,  in  the  mean  time,  it 
had  been  proposed  that  the  plaintiff  should  grant  to  the  company  a  license 
for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  patents,  which  had  been  done.  The  agree- 
ment then  provided,  that,  upon  an  act  of  parliament  being  obtained,  the 
plaintiff  should  convey  to  the  company  and  their  successors  the  said 
letters-patent,  for  their  absolute  use  and  benefit,  and  that  the  sum  of 
15,000^  in  cash  should  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  as  soon  as  conveniently 
could  be  done  after  the  execution  of  the  said  articles,  otU  of  the  monet/ 
*4691  ^^^^  *y  the  first  instalments  or  ^ calls  on  the  shares  in  the  said 
-'  company.  So  that  the  plaintiff  parted  with  his  whole  beneficial 
interest  in  the  letters-patent,  and  the  defendants  got  all  they  were  to 
get  as  the  consideration  for  the  payment  of  the  15,000Z.  The  question 
sought  to  be  raised,  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  that  covenant ;  whether  the 
company  engage  to  pay  the  15,0O0Z.  at  all  events,  or  whether  a  liability 
is  created  which  is  only  to  attach  after  the  money  has  actually  been 
raised, — whether  it  means  money  already  raised,  or  money  to  be  raised 
in  future?  The  expression  in  the  agreement  is  consistent  with  the 
money  being  actually  in  hand ;  and  there  is  an  entire  absence  of  matters 
that  would  naturally  have  found  place  there,  if  the  money  had  not  been 
raised.  It  is  objected  that  no  power  is  shown  in  the  company  to  rwse 
money,  and  no  time  fixed  for  doing  so.  Now,  the  plaintiff  having  parted 
with  all  his  interest  in  the  letters-patent,  if  the  payment  of  the  15,0001 
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wM  to  depend  upon  a  fnnd  to  be  raised  at  a  sabseqaent  time,  one  would 
naturally  expect  the  agreement  to  contain  provisLong  as  to  how  and  when 
the  money  was  to  be  raised.  The  absence  of  any  such  provisions,  seems 
to  me  to  show  that  the  true  construction  of  the  agreement  is,  that  the 
money  was  to  be  presently  payable,  out  of  a  fund  already  raised ;  and 
there  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  agreement  to  control  or  contra- 
dict that.  It  was  much  more  natural  to  expect  that  the  parties  were 
dealing  with  a  fund  already  in  hand.  But,  suppose  it  were  otherwise^ 
I  cannot  for  a  moment  doubt  that  this  is  a  covenant  by  the  company  to 
pay  the  15,000/.  at  all  events.  In  Otway  v.  ffoldipsy  2  Mod.  266,  a 
bond  conditioned  to  pay  a  certain  bill  of  costs  when  the  amount  should 
be  stated  by  two  attorneys,  to  be  indifferently  chosen  between  the  parties, 
was  held  to  be  forfeited  by  a  refusal  to  appoint  an  arbitrator.  Here, 
the  count,  ^after  stating  the  obligation  of  the  defendants  to  pay  ri^Afrn 
the  15,000/.  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalments  or  ^ 
calls  on  the  shares  in  the  company,  alleges,  by  way  of  breach,  that, 
although  the  company,  within  a  convenient  and  reasonable  time  after 
the  execution  of  the  agreement,  could  and  might,  by  calls  and  instal- 
ments on  the  shares  of  the  said  company,  have  raised  the  15,000/.,  and 
a  convenient  and  reasonable  time  for  doing  so,  and  for  paying  the  money 
to  the  plaintiff,  had  elapsed ;  yet  the  company,  not  regarding  their  cove- 
nant, had  not  paid  the  same.  The  stipulated  sum,  according  to  the 
authority  of  Otway  v.  Soldips^  became  presently  payable,  when  the 
company,  being  of  ability  to  raise  it,  omitted  to  do  so.  The  not  raising 
the  money  was  a  voluntary  default  on  their  part.  Every  instrument  18 
to  be  construed  according  to  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties. 
Collecting  the  intention  of  these  parties  from  the  contents  of  the  agree- 
ment, I  am  of  opinion  that  this  was  an  absolute  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  company,  to  pay  the  15,000/.  out  of  money  raised  by  the  first  calls ; 
that  is,  that  it  was  a  covenant  which  became  absolute  by  the  fact,  that 
the  company  might  have  raised  the  money,  and  did  not. 

With  respect  to  the  pleas, — ^all  except  the  twenty-first  and  twenty- 
second,  were  disposed  of  in  the  course  of  the  argument.  The  substance 
of  the  twenty-first  plea  is.  that  the  company  was  not  incorporated  by  any 
charter  or  act  of  parliament,  or  duly  and  lawfully  registered  and  incorpo- 
rated according  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  objections  taken  to  that  plea,  are  conclusive.  By  the 
declaration,  it  appears  that  the  company  was  registered  and  incorporated' 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110.  The  plea  is,  that 
It  was  not  duly  and  lawfully  registered  and  incorporated  according  to  the 
statute.  It  is  therefore  contended,  on  *the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  p^,^,-^ 
that,  if  the  plea  means  to  deny  a  registration  and  incorporation  ^ 
in  point  of  fact,  it  is  bad,  that  the  defendants  being  estopped  by  the  deed, 
which  aUeges  diat  the  company  was  registered  and  incorporated  under 
the  statute.    In  order  to  get  rid  of  Uiat  objection,  it  is  urged,  on  the  part 

VOL.  v.-^88 
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bf  the  defendants,  that  the  plea  means  to  deny  not  the  fact  of  registration 
and  incorporation,  but  that  the  company  was  dtUy  and  lawfully  registered 
and  incorporated.  In  that  case,  the  plea  is  bad  inform,  for  attempting 
to  put  in  issue  a  matter  of  law.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  complete 
answer  to  the  plea.  There  are  cases  which  show,  that  a  plea  may  be 
good,  which  involves  matter  of  law  as  well  as  matter  of  fact :  but  no 
authority  can  be  cited  in  support  of  a  plea  which  addresses  itself  solely 
to  a  matter  of  law. 

The  same  objections  seem  to  me  to  be  applicable  to  the  twenty-second 
plea,  which  alleges  that  the  company  was  one  requiring  a  certificate  of  com- 
plete registration,  within  the  meaning  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  and  that, 
at  the  time  of  obtaining  a  certificate  of  complete  registration,  the  comparv 
was  not  formed,  nor  was  there  any  such  deed  of  settlement  of  the  con 
pany,  as  was  required  by  the  statute.  It  also  appears  to  me  that  it  k 
ambiguous  on  the  face  of  the  plea,  whether  the  fact  of  registration  was 
intended  to  be  denied,  or  merely  some  one  of  the  many  things  that  are 
by  the  act  required  to  precede  complete  registration. 

I  therefore  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  both  these 
pleas. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.  The 
declaration  is  good,  notwithstanding  the  objection  urged  against  it.  The 
second  count,  after  reciting  the  grant  of  certain  letters-patent  to  the 
*d»79l  P^^*^>  alleges  a  contract  by  him  for  the  sale  of  all  his  *interest 
J  therein  to  the  defendants ;  and  then  comes  the  covenant  in  ques- 
tion, which  is,  that  the  sum  of  15,000/.,  in  cash,  shall  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  soon  as  conveniently  can  be  done  after  the  execution  of  the 
articles,  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instahnents  or  calls  on  shares 
in  the  company.  There  is  no  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
to  make  calls :  and  they  would  not  be  guilty  of  any  breach  of  duty  in 
abstaining  from  making  calls,  provided  they  paid  the  money.  It  is  put, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  their  liability 
to  pay  the  15,000/.,  that  there  should  be  funds  in  their  hands,  arising 
from  calls  on  shares,  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  The  true  sense  of  the 
covenant,  however,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is,  that  it  is  a  simple  covenant  to 
pay.  It  is  true,  it  points  out  the  fund  out  of  which  payment  shall  be 
made ;  but  it  does  not  make  the  raising  of  that  fund  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  liability  of  the  defendants.  Assuming  this  to  be  a  covenant  to 
pay  the  15,000/.,  provided  the  company  shall  be  in  receipt  of  sufficient 
money  raised  by  calls,  the  case  of  Otway  v.  Hbldips  is  an  authority  to 
show,  that  you  may  substitute  for  an  averment  of  performance  of  such 
a  condition,  an  averment  that  the  defendants  could  have  raised  the  money, 
and  did  not  do  so. 

With  respect  to  the  twenty-first  and  twenty-second  pleas,  it  appears 
to  me  that  they  have  not  the  smallest  colour  of  goodness  in  them.  The 
mun  objection  to  them,  is,  that  the  one  expressly,  and  the  other  impli- 
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•dRy,  admits  that  the  oompanj  had  obtained  a  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  which  pnts  them  upon  the  same  footing  as  if  they  held  the 
patent  confirmed  by  ^n  act  of  parliament.  The  granting  of  these  certi* 
ficates  is  an  exercise  of  a  creative  power  that  ought  not  to  be  exercised 
without  great  caution :  but,  from  the  moment  of  obtaining  such  a  certifi- 
cate the  company  becomes  to  •all  intents  and  purposes  incorpo-  p»  .,-q 
rated.  The  pleas  in  question,  therefore  are  defective  in  substance,  L 
because  they  do  not  show  that  the  company  were  not  incorporated. 

Cbesswell,  J.  The  point  upon  the  declaration  is  the  simplest  pos- 
sible. The  declaration  alleges  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, to  pay  a  certain  sum  of  money,  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be 
done,  out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalments  or  calls  on  the 
shares ;  and  assigns  for  breach,  that,  although  the  company,  within  a 
convenient  and  reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  could 
and  might,  by  calls  or  instalments  on  the  shares  in  the  said  company, 
have  raised  the  money,  they  had  not  done  so.  The  defendants  might 
please  themselves  as  to  the  particular  fund  out  of  which  they  paid  the 
money :  but  clearly,  the  time  for  performance  of  their  contract  had 
arrived,  and  they  have  failed  to  perform  it. 

With  respect  to  the  twenty-first  and  twenty-second  pleas,  I  concur  in 
the  opinions  that  have  already  been  expressed. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration  is  good,  and  that  the  twenty-first  and  twenty-second  pleas 
are  bad  in  form  and  in  substance.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(a) 

(«)  And  see  Cans  ▼.  OajMiaii,  5  A.  &  E.  647,  1  N.  &  P.  101,  2  Harr.  &  WoU.  355. 


*PINKUS  V.  STURCH  and  HOSKING,  who  had  survived  r-,.,.. 
SHAW  and  WOLLASTON.    Jan.  18.  ■•     ' 

In  1839,  an  action  was  brought  against  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  which  ao  far  as  concerned  A.  and 
B.,  was  at  iasue  in  July,  1840.  As  against  C.  and  D.,  the  cause  never  was  completely  et 
issue  ;  but  both  were  dead. 

Hdd,  that,  in  the  absence  of  some  suggestion  on  the  record,  of  the  deaths  of  C.  and  D.,  it  was 
not  competent  to  A.  and  B.  to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 

This  action  was  commenced  against  Sturch,  Hosking,  Shaw,  and 
Wollaston,  in  May,  1839.  The  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  27th 
of  November,  1839.  The  defendants  Sturch  and  Hosking  pleaded,  and 
issue  was  duly  joined,  as  against  them,  on  the  22d  of  July,  1840.  The 
defendant  Shaw  also  pleaded,  but,  as  against  him,  issue  had  not  been 
completely  joined.  The  defendant  Wollaston  had  never  pleaded,  nor 
had  any  judgment  been  signed  against  him.  Shaw  died  in  November, 
1843,  and  Wollaston  in  February,  1845.  No  suggestion  of  their  deaths 
appeared  upon  any  roll. 

Oromptonj  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  and  also  stating  that 


474  BoozEY  V.  Tolkien,  H.  T.  1848. 

the  plaintiff  had  neglected  to  proceed  to  trial,  moved,  on  behalf  of  Sturoh 
and  Hosking,  for  a  rale  nisi  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  The 
circumstance  of  the  record  not  being  complete  as  against  all  the  defend 
ants,  does  not,  it  is  submitted,  prevent  the  survivors  from  moving  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  record,  so  far 
as  any  exists,  is  a  record  in  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  four 
defendants.  Issue  is  joined  against  two  only ;  and  there  is  no  sugges- 
tion to  explain  why  no  issue  has  been  joined  as  to  the  other  two.  How 
would  you  enter  your  judgment  ?  The  statute  only  enables  the  defend- 
ant to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  where  the  plaintiff  has 
neglected  to  bring  the  issue  on  to  be  tried  according  to  the  course  and 
practice  of  the  court.  Here,  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear  ever  to  have 
^4751  ^^^^  ^^  ^  position  '*'to  try.]  The  pleadings  are  at  an  end.  It  is 
the  plaintiff's  duty  to  suggest  the  deaths  of  Shaw  and  Wollaston 
upon  the  record.  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  statute  8  &  9  W.  3,  c.  11, 
does  not  say  by  whom  the  suggestion  shall  be  entered.]  If  it  is  not  the 
plaintiff's  duty  to  enter  the  suggestion ;  it  may  be  done  on  entering  the 
judgment  under  the  14  G.  2,  c.  17.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Possibly  your  proper 
course  may  be,  to  enter  a  suggestion  of  the  deaths  of  Shaw  and  Wollaston, 
and  then  to  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  Maule,  J.  It 
may  be  that  the  plaintiff,  is  not  aware  of  the  deaths.  Should  you  not 
move  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  bring  in  the  roll,  in  order 
that  the  suggestion  may  be  entered  ?]  There  is  no  roll  in  existence  until 
the  record  of  nisi  prius  is  made  up.(a) 

Wilde,  G.  J.  There  is  always  a  roll  or  the  materials  for  making  one 
up.  It  is  essential  that  there  should  be  some  suggestion  of  the  deaths, 
before  the  surviving  defendants  can  move  for  judgment  as  in  case  of 
a  nonsuit.  If  they  are  unable  to  discover  a  mode  of  making  such 
suggestion,  they  certainly  are  not  in  a  position  to  make  the  present 
motion. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refused. 

(a)  The  15th  rale  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4  (Pleading  Rules),  provides  that  "  /A«  entry  of  pro- 
eeedings  on  the  record  for  trial,  or  on  the  judgraent-roU  (according  to  the  nature  of  the  case), 
■hall  be  taken  to  be,  and  shall  be  in  fact,  the  first  entry  of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  or  of 
any  part  thereof,  upon  record  ;  and  no  fees  shall  be  payable  in  respect  of  any  prior  entry  i 
or  supposed  to  be  made  on  any  roll  or  record  whatever." 
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In  case  for  infringement  of  copyright,  the  court  refused  to  allow  a  count  founded  upon  a  ooin- 

mon-law  right,  to  be  joined  with  counts  on  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict.  e.  45,  upon  the  same  cause 

of  action. 
Held,  that,  notwithstanding  the  words  contra  formam  statuti  in  counts  framed  upon  the  statute, 

a  plaintiff  might  give  in  evidence,  under  those  counts,  an  infringement  of  his  oommon>law 

right. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case  for  an  alleged  infringement  of  ihe 
plaintiff's  copyright  in  certain  musical  compositions. 
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The  declaration  consisted  of  three  counts. 

The  first  count  stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  grievances  bj  the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff 
was,  and  from  thence  continually  had  been,  and  still  was,  the  proprietor 
of  the  copyright  of  and  in  a  certain  book,  to  wit,  a  musical  composition, 
cdled  "  Tutto  %  sciolto,  oh  dia  funesto ;  Scena  ed  aria  nell*  opera,  La 
Sonnambula,  del  M.  Bellini ;"  and  also  of  the  copyright  of  and  in  a  cer- 
tain other  book,  being  a  musical  composition,  called  '^  Tutto  h  gioja ; 
tutto  i  festa;  Gayatina  nell'  opera,  La  Sonnambula,  del  M.  Bellini;*' 
that  the  said  several  books  had  been  and  were,  and  each  of  them  had 
been  and  was,  first  printed  and  published  in  that  part  of  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  called  England,  and  which  said 
several  books  had  been  and  were,  and  each  of  them  had  been  and  was, 
first  published  within  twenty-eight  (a)  years  last  past,  and  which  said 
copyright,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  were  subsisting  at  the  several 
times  of  the  committing  by  the  defendant  of  the  grievances  thereinafter 
mentioned :  yet  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but  contriv- 
mg,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending,  to  injure  the  plaintiff,  and 
to  deprive  him  of  the  gains,  profits,  emoluments,  and  advantages  which 
he  *might  and  otherwise  would  have  derived  and  acquired  from  rmAi^r 
his  said  books,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  and  also  to  deprive 
him  of  the  benefit  of  his  said  respective  copyrights  therein,  and  each 
and  every  of  them,  theretofore,  and  after  the  passing  of  a  certain 
act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holden 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  years  of  the  reign  of  Her  present  Majesty, 
intituled  "An  act  to  amend  the  law  of  copyright,"(6)  and  within 
twelve  calendar  months  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  of  January,  1847,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
between  that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  wrongfully  and 
injuriously,  and  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintiff,  so  being 
the  proprietor  of  the  said  copyrights,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  as 
aforesaid,  did,  in  a  certain  part  of  the  British  dominions,  to  wit,  in  that 
part  of  the  united  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  called  Eng- 
land, unlawfully  prints  and  cause  to  he  printed^  for  aaley  divers,  to  wit, 
20,000,  copies  of  each  of  the  said  books,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  &c. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  further  contriving  and 
intending  as  aforesaid,  theretofore,  and  within  twelve  calendar  months 
next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  several  days 
and  times  aforesaid,  did  wrongfully  and  unjustly,  and  without  the  con- 
sent in  writing  of  the  plaintiff,  so  being  the  proprietor  of  the  said  copy- 
rights, and  each  and  every  of  them,  as  aforesaid,  in  that  part  of  the 
mated  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  called  England,  unlaw- 

(a)  Vide  the  statute  5  8l6  Vict.  c.  45,  a.  20. 
(6)  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45. 

20 
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fully  Bell  and  cause  to  be  soldj  divers,  to  wit,  20,000,  copies  of  each  of 
the  said  books,  and  unlawfully  pvhlUh  and  cause  to  bepuUtshedj  dirers, 
*4.781  *^  ^*'  20,000,  other  copies  of  •each  of  the  said  books,  and  un- 
-'  lawfuUy  expose  to  sale  and  hircj  and  cause  to  he  exposed  to  sale 
and  hircy  divers,  to  wit,  20,000,  other  copies  of  each  of  the  said  boob, 
and  unlawfully  had  in  his  possession^  far  sale  and  hvre,  divers,  to  wit, 
20,000,  other  copies  of  each  of  the  ssud  books,  then,  on  those  days  and 
times  aforesaid,  well  knowing  the  said  copies,  and  each  and  everj  of  them, 
to  have  been  unlawfully  printed,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  statute. 

The  third  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  further  contriving  sxA 
intending  as  aforesaid,  theretofore,  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  several  days  and  times  aforesaid,  did  unlawfully 
and  unjustly,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  so  being  the  pro- 
prietor of  the  said  copyrights,  and  each  and  every  of  them,  in  that  part 
of  the  united  kingdon  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  called  England,  un- 
lawfully prints  and  cause  to  he  printedj  for  sale  and  hirCj  divers,  to  ¥it, 
20,000,  other  copies  of  each  of  the  said  books,  unlawfully  sell  divers,  to 
wit,  20,000,  other  copies  of  each  of  the  said  books,  and  unlaufuUy  pub- 
lish and  cause  to  he  published  divers,  to  wit,  20,000,  other  copies  of  each 
of  the  said  books,  and  unlawfully  expose  to  sale  divers,  to  wit,  20,000, 
other  copies  of  each  of  the  said  books :  That  by  means  of  the  committing 
of  the  said  grievances  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  had  been  and  wa8 
greatly  injured  and  damnified  ;  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  had  been  bin- 
dered  and  prevented  from  selling  divers,  to  wit,  60,000,  copies  of  each 
of  Us  said  books,  and  his  said  copyrights,  and  each  and  every  of  them, 
had  been  and  were  greatly  injured  and  damnified;  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage  of  5000/.,  &;c. 

On  the  6th  of  August,  1847,  an  order  was  made  by  Platt,  B.,  "  that 

the  plaintiff  elect  to  strike  out  the  last,  or  the  first  and  second  counts  of 

the  declaration,  as  in  violation  of  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4, 

♦A'roi  ^^  ^'  *^^^  ^^^^'  ^  ^^^  mean  time,  all  further  proceedings  be 

^^^J  stayed." 

A  further  order  was  made  bj  the  same  learned  judge,  on  the  11th  of 
August,  1847,  as  follows,  "  that  the  plaintiff  shall,  on  or  before  the 
twenty-fourth  of  October  next,  make  the  election  directed  by  the  order 
of  the  6th,  unless  the  plaintiff  consents  to  the  summons  being  indorsed 
that  he  bond  fide  intends  to  rest  on  a  different  ground  of  complaint  in 
each  of  the  two  counts." 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind 
the  order  of  the  6th  of  August.  The  first  two  counts  are  founded  upon 
the  statute  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  45.  The  third  is  founded  upon  a  supposition 
of  the  existence  of  a  common  law  copyright ;  the  statute  8  Ann.  c.  19, 
being  repealed  by  the  recent  statute :  Donaldson  v.  Becketty  4  Burr,  2408 ; 
Chappie  V.  Purday,  14  M.  &  W.  816 ;  and  it  being  doubtful  whether 
the  plaintiff  oould  recover  under  the  first  two  counts,  if  he  should  prove 
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a  {Miblioation,  but  fail  to  prove  an  nnlawfal  printing.  [Maule,  J.  The 
late  statute  may  be  treated  as  an  implicit  declaration  that  there  is  no 
oommon-law  right.  I  think  you  should,  at  all  events,  strike  out  of  the 
third  count  the  allegation  of  unlawful  printing,  A  similar  course  was 
pursued  in  the  Exchequer,  in  Weeton  v.  Woodeoch,  6  M.  4;  W.  143,  7 
DowL  P.  C.  884.]  The  rule  might  probably  go  in  the  alternative,  to 
rescind  the  order,  or  to  restore  the  third  count,  expunging  therefrom  the 
complaints,  if  any  therein,  common  to  all  the  counts. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted  accordingly, 

WiUeSj  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  showed  cause.  The  three  counts 
are  manifestly  a  violation  of  the  5th  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  The 
only  difference  *between  the  first  two  and  the  third,  is,  that  the  p^^^Q/v 
hitto-  omits  the  concluding  words  "against  the  form  of  the  L 
statute,"  which  are  only  necessary  in  actions  for  penalties  by  common 
informers.  The  court  will  hardly,  upon  a  motion  of  this  sort,  and  at 
this  day,  discuss  the  question  of  supposed  copyright  at  common  law. 
As  to  the  alternative  branch  of  the  rule,  if  there  be  any  pretence  for  it, 
it  must  at  all  events  be  upon  payment  of  costs. 

BjfleSy  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  first  two  counts  are  founded 
upon  the  15th  section  of  the  5  &;  6  Vict.  c.  45,  which  enacts,  ^^  that,  if  any 
person  shall,  in  any  part  of  the  British  dominions,  after  the  passing  of  this 
act,  printj  or  cause  to  be  printed,  either  for  sale  or  exportation,  any  book 
in  which  there  shall  be  subsisting  copyright,  without  the  consent  in  writing 
of  the  proprietor  thereof,  or  shall  import  for  sale  or  hire  any  such  book, 
so  having  been  unlawfully  printed^  from  parts  beyond  the  sea,  or,  knowing 
sooh  book  to  have  been  so  unlawfully  printed  or  imported,  shall  sellj 
puiUahj  or  expose  to  sale  or  hire,  or  cause  to  be  sold,  published,  or  ex- 
posed to  sale  or  hire,  or  shall  have  in  his  possession  for  sale  or  hire,  any 
such  book  so  unlaufully  printed  or  imported,  without  such  consent  as 
afiMresaid,  such  offender  shaU  be  liable  to  a  special  action  on  the  case  at 
the  suit  of  the  proprietor  of  such  copyright,  to  be  brought  in  any  court 
of  record  in  that  part  of  the  British  dominions  in  which  the  offence  shall 
be  committed,"  &c.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  How  can  it  be  unlawful  to  print 
a  work  abroad  fl^  Perhaps,  though  somewhat  obscurely  worded,  the 
section  will  be  construed  to  mean  an  unlawful  printing  within  the  Queen's 
dominions.  To  bring  the  case  within  that  clause,  the  count  must  allege 
an  unlawful  printing.  If  the  plaintiff  is  confined  to  the  first  two  counts, 
he  may  be  met  with  the  objection  that  he  has  not  proved  an  unlawful 
printing.  That  difficulty  ^has  occurred,  since  this  rule  was  ob-  r^^oi 
tained,  in  a  case  tried  before  Obbsswell,  J.,(a)  though  it  ulti-  ^ 
mately  became  unnecessary  to  Insist  upon  it.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Might 
you  not  recover  under  the  second  count,  although  you  failed  to  prove 
the  whole  7]  The  words  ^^  contra  farmam  $tatutiP'  constitute  part  of  the 
deseription  of  the  offence :  Lee  v.  Clarice^  2  East,  883 ;  Welh  v.  J^^trf- 

(a)  AivuEiM  T.  jBoftn. 
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den,  8  B.  &  C.  186 ;  Fife  v.  Bousfield,  6  Q.  B.  100.  The  third  count 
is  founded  wholly  upon  the  common-law  right.  By  the  8  Ann.  c.  19,  a. 
1,  the  sole  liberty  of  printing  and  reprinting  any  book,  was  secured  to 
the  author,  or  his  assignee,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years,  and  no  longer. 
That  statute  is  repealed  by  the  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  which  extends  the 
term,  but  does  not  contain  the  negative  words  "and  no  longer."  Since 
the  doubt  created  by  the  diversity  of  opinion  of  the  judges  in  the  case 
of  Donaldson  v.  Beckett,  the  omission  of  these  words  may  give  rise  to  a 
very  grave  question, — whether  the  statute  is  not  cumulative  only. 
Vatighan  v.  Olenn,  5  M.  &  W.  577,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  it  is  no 
objection  that  a  part  of  one  count  is,  or  may  be,  included  in  another. 
There,  the  plaintiff  declared,  in  the  first  count,  on  a  charterparty,  whereby 
the  defendant  agreed  to  sail  to  Honduras,  and  there  take  on  board  a  full 
cargo  of  mahogany,  &c.,  and  therewith  proceed  to  London  or  Liverpool, 
and  deliver  the  same,  on  being  paid  freight,  &c. ;  and  alleged  as  a  breach 
that  part  of  the  cargo  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  at  Honduras,  and  received 
by  the  master  and  crew,  was  not  carried  or  delivered  according  to  the 
agreement.  The  second  count  stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  had  caused  certain  goods,  to  wit,  &c.,  to  be  taken  to  and  loaded 
♦4.891  ^^  *board  of  the  defendant's  vessel  in  the  bay  of  Honduras,  to  be 
-'  conveyed  to  England,  for  reasonable  freight,  &c.,  the  defendant 
promised  the  plaintiff  that  due  and  proper  care  should  be  taken  of  the 
goods  until  they  were  loaded,  &c. ;  and  assigned  as  a  breach,  that  dne 
and  proper  care  was  not  taken  of  the  goods  until  they  were  loaded ;  bnt, 
on  the  contrary,  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  the  goods,  aftei 
they  were  delivered  to  the  defendants,  and  whUst  in  their  custody  to  be 
loaded,  were  wholly  lost:  and  it  was  held  that  these  counts  disclosed 
distinct  subject-matters  of  complaint,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  retain  them  both.  Lord  Abinger  said :  "  I  think  these  counts  ought 
to  stand.  Under  the  first,  the  plaintiff  must  prove  a  breach  of  the  char- 
terparty ;  otherwise  he  makes  out  no  case.  Then,  if  it  turns  out,  on 
the  construction  of  the  charterparty,  or  by  usage,  that  it  does  not  extend 
to  cover  the  liability  between  the  shore  and  the  ship,  the  plaintiff  seeks 
by  the  second  count  to  recover  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  implied  by 
law,  to  take  care  of  the  goods  from  the  shore  to  the  ship.''  And 
Parke,  B.,  said :  "  These  are  really  different  contracts :  in  the  first 
count,  the  plaintiff  goes  on  the  charterparty ;  in  the  second,  on  a  con- 
tract to  which  the  charterparty  may  not  be  applicable."  It  may  be  that 
the  third  count  in  this  case  would  be  demurrable :  but  that  is  no  ground 
for  striking  it  out  under  the  rule  in  question.  If  the  court  entertains  a 
dear  opinion  that  the  first  two  counts  include  the  last,  the  plaintiff  s 
object  will  be  attained,  though  his  rule  be  discharged.  [Gbbsswbll,  J. 
The  foundation  of  Mr.  WiUes's  argument  is,  that,  assuming  the  common- 
law  right  to  exist,  it  may  be  proved  under  either  the  first  or  the  second 
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coalite    If  it  do68  not,  then  d  fortiori  the  third  count  ought  not  to  he 
lUowed.]  Cur,  adv.  vuJt. 

•Wilde,  C.  J.,  now  said : — We  have  looked  carefully  at  the  ^^^^o 
declaration  in  this  case,  and  at  the  statute  ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  ^ 
that  there  is  nothing  that  could  be  proved  under  the  third  count,  which 
might  not  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  first  or  the  second.    We  there- 
fore think  that  the  order  of  Mr.  Baron  Platt  was  rightly  made. 

Rule  discharged 


WEBB  i;.  INWARDS.    Ja«.  23. 

In  an  action  upon  a  baoker'a  cheek,  the  venae  oonnot  be  changed  upon  the  common  affidavit. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  to  recover  the  sum  of  67/.  6«.  6cl.,  being  the 
amount  of  a  check  drawn  by  the  defendant  on  Messrs.  Sharpies  k  Co., 
bankers  at  Luton,  Bedfordshire,  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  or  bearer; 
with  a  count  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  a  count  upon  an  account 
stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  that  he  did  not  make  the  check, — 
secondly,  to  the  rest  of  the  declaration,  never  indebted, — ^thirdly,  to  the 
first  count,  and  as  to  &IL  6«.  Gd.,  parcel  of  the  moneys  in  the  second  and 
last  counts,  that  the  defendant  gave  the  check  in  the  first  count  mentioned, 
on  account  of  the  said  sum  of  67/.  6s.  6d.,  and  that,  after  the  accruing 
of  the  causes  of  action,  the  defendant  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff,  on  account 
thereof,  two  several  bills  of  exchange,  which  were  not  yet  due. 

The  venue  which  was  originally  laid  in  London, — ^was  on  the  4th 
instant,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  changed  to  Bedfordshire,  upon 
the  common  affidavit. 

*Talfourd,  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  r«4g4 
nisi  to  discharge  that  rule,  and  to  restore  the  venue  to  London, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  defendant  in  such  an 
action  to  change  the  venue  upon  a  common  afiidavit.     He  referred  to  1 
Tidd's  Pr.  604,  5. 

Byle9j  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  The  rule  formerly  was,  that,  in  an 
action  upon  a  written  agreement,  the  plaintiff  might  lay  his  venue  where 
he  pleased,  and  that  it  could  only  be  changed  upon  special  grounds.  But 
in  Mondel  v.  Steele^  8  M.  &  W.  640,  it  was  held  that  the  venue  may  be 
changed  in  an  action  on  a  written  contract  which  is  to  be  performed  in  a 
particular  place,  and  for  the  breach  of  which  the  cause  of  action  arises 
wholly  in  one  county :  and  the  court  seem  to  have  thought  that  it  might 
be  so  changed  in  all  actions  on  contracts,  though  in  writing,  except  en 
specialties,  bills,  and  notes.  Parke,  B.,  there  says:  ^^Li  Slade  v. 
TreWj  1  Cr.  &  M.  584,  in  this  court,  in  the  year  1832,  the  venue  was 
changed  on  a  written  instrument  containing  a  promise  to  pay  to  the 
^aintiff;  and  Lord  Ltkphurst  stated  ^that  the  rule  was,  that  the  venue 
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conld  not  be  changed  in  actions  on  instruments  under  seal,  but  that  there 
were  many  instances  in  which  the  venue  has  been  changed  in  actions  on 
written  contracts.  In  Boberts  v.  Wright,  1  C.  &  J.  647,  1  Tyrwh.  532, 
the  venue  was  changed  on  an  I.  0.  U.  Whether  in  both  or  either  of 
these  cases  the  declaration  stated  the  instrument  to  be  in  writing,  does 
not  appear ;  probably  not:  but  that  circumstance  appears  to  us  to  make 
no  other  difference  than  this — that  an  affidavit  is  thereby  rendered  neces- 
sary, of  the  nature  of  the  action,  in  order  to  discharge  the  rule  to  change 
^  ^^  the  venue,  which  is  not  the  case  where  the  instrument  ^appears  on 
"^-l  the  face  of  the  declaration,  to  be  in  writing."  For  some  purposes, 
no  doubt,  a  check  is  analogous  to  a  bill  of  ezchange(a) ;  but  not  for  all : 
it  requires  no  stamp.  [  WiLDE,  C.  J.  By  the  stamp  act  it  is  expressly 
exempted  from  stamp*duty,  if  drawn  within  certain  limits.  But  for  that 
provision,  it  would  have  required  a  stamp.  Maule,  J.  Checks  are 
subject  to  most  of  the  rules  that  regulate  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory 
notes.]  If  the  venue  has  been  improperly  changed,  it  is,  at  the  most,  a 
mere  irregularity,  which  the  plaintiff  should  have  complained  of  promptly. 
The  rule  to  change  the  venue  was  obtained  on  the  4th  instant ;  and  the 
plaintiff  instead  of  applying  at  once  to  a  judge  at  chambers,  waited  until 
the  second  day  of  term,  before  he  applied  to  the  court.  [Wilds,  C.  J. 
A  judge  at  chambers  would  not  deal  with  a  rule  of  court.] 

Wilde,  G.  J.  The  rule  to  change  the  venue  in  this  case  was  irre- 
gularly obtained ;  and,  therefore,  the  rule  for  restoring  it,  must  be  made 
absolute. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  referred  to  Martin  v.  Dawsy  11  M.  &  W.  784,  1 
D.  &  L.  279,  where  Parke,  B.,  intimated  an  opinion  that,  ^^  since  the 
case  of  Mondel  v.  Steele,  it  was  to  be  considered  that  the  rule  which 
prohibited  the  change  of  venue,  applied  only  to  actions  of  debt  or  covenant 
on  a  specialty,  and  to  bills  or  notes,  and  therefore  not  to  an  action  on 
an  award,  which,  although  under  seal,  was  not  a  specialty.'' 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute- 

Co)  A  check  appears  to  be  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  in  a  particular  form,  it  not  being  now, — 
u,  by  the  custom  of  merchants,  it  formerly  was,— of  the  essence  oft  bill  of  exchange,  that  h 
be  made  payable  at  a  different  place  from  that  in  which  it  is  drawn.  Vide  Pothicr,  Trait6  da 
Contrat  de  Change,  No.  30,  3  M.  &  G.  579  n. 


*486]  •SMITH  V.  THOMPSON. 

The  court  will  not  allow  two  counts  upon  the  same  agreement,  to  avoid  a  difficulty  in  stating 
its  legal  effect. 

The  first  count  set  out  an  agreement  whereby  the  defendant  undertook  to  receive  the  plaintiff 
into  his  service  as  clerk  for  six  months,  and  at  the  expiration  of  that  period,  should  there  be 
no  just  cause  shown  to  the  contrary,  to  enter  into  a  further  agreement  with  the  plaintiff 
for  a  further  engagement  for  two  years :  and  the  first  breach  assigned,  waa,  that,  at  the  expi* 
ration  of  the  six  months,  although  no  just  cause  was  then  shown  to  the  contrary,  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  enter  into  such  further  agreement  as  aforesaid. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  for  six  months,  and  then  was,  in  the  terriee 
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•f  the  deibndsBt  as  elerk,  «/d  that  th«  defendant  promiaed  to  continue  him  in  anch  aenrioa 
for  two  yeara ;  and  aaaigned  for  breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not  continue  the  plaintiff  in 
his  aerTice  for  the  two  years. 
A  judge  at  chambera  having  made  an  order  to  strike  out  so  much  of  the  first  count  as  related 
to  the  first  breach,— on  the  ground  that  the  two  counts  were  in  apparent  Tiolation  of  the  5th 
rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,^ — the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  order. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  before  the 
eommencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  28th  of  September,  1846,  by 
a  certain  memorandum  of  agreement  then  made  bj  and  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  take 
the  plaintiff  into  his,  the  defendant's,  service,  as  clerk,  to  conduct  his, 
the  defendant's  business  of  a  custom-house  and  shipping-agent,  at  South- 
ampton, for  the  space  of  six  calendar  months,  for  the  sum  of  60Z.,  being 
after  the  rate  of  1202.  for  the  year,  and  should  also  pay  to  the  plaintiff, 
It  the  expiration  of  each  three  months  from  the  date  thereof,  a  sum  of 
money  equal  to  60Z.  per  cent  on  the  gross  profits  of  all  and  any  business 
the  plaintiff  should  introduce,  or  cause  to  be  introduced,  through  his 
connection,  to  the  defendant's  business ;  and  that,  at  the  expiration  of 
the  six  months  from  the  date  thereof,  should  there  be  no  just  cause 
shown  to  the  contrary,  the  defendant  thereby  agreed  to  enter  into  a 
fiirther  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  for  a  further  engagement  for  the 


term  of  two  years,  at  the  annual  '^'salajry  of  150Z.  for  the  first  of 
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such  two  years,  and  1602.  for  the  second  of  such  two  years,  and 
also  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  50/.  per  cent,  on  the 
gross  profits  on  any  business  the  plaintiff  should  have  introduced,  or 
should  thereafter  introduce,  to  the  defendant's  business;  and  it  was 
thereby  further  agreed,  that,  should  there  be  any  just  cause  shown  why 
a  further  agreement  should  not  be  entered  into  between  the  parties,  the 
defendant  should  continue  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the  space  of  twelve 
months  from  the  date  of  the  said  agreement  (though  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  in  the  service  of  the  defendant  after  six  months  from  the  date  of 
the  said  agreement),  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  501.  per  cent,  on  the  gross 
profits  of  the  business  introduced  by  the  plaintiff;  and  it  was  thereby 
fiirther  agreed  that  all  sums  of  money  received  from  the  said  business 
introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  should  be  considered  profits,  except  upon  pay- 
ments which  had  been  actually  made  in  reference  to  the  business  itself, 
-—office  rent,  clerks'  salaries,  or  any  other  expenses  but  those  named,  not 
to  be  deducted  from  the  profits :  Averment,  that,  afterwards,  and  within 
one  calendar  month  after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  to  wit,  on 
the  22d  of  October,  1846,  the  terms  thereof  were,  by  another  agreement, 
made  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  and  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant,  altered  and  varied  in  manner  following,  that  is  to 
say,  it  was  by  the  last-mentioned  agreement  agreed,  that,  with  the 
exception  of  such  overland  agency  business  as  the  defendant  was  then  in 
poesession  of,  the  defendant  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money 
equl  to  60h  per  eerU*  on  the  gross  profits,  without  deduction  for  ex- 
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penseB,  except  as  aforesaid,  on  all  soeli  baggage  busmess  as  vas  then  m 
the  defendant's  possession  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  defendant  also  thereby 
gave  his  free  consent  to  the  plaintiff,  to  permit  him,  the  plaintiff,  to  con- 
*48R1  ^^^  ^^^  *wine  agency  business  of  one  Henry  Fenner,  trading 
under  the  name,  firm,  and  description  of  Messrs.  Henry  Fenner 
and  Co.,  of  London,  on  his,  the  plaintiff's,  own  account,  and  it  was 
thereby  further  agreed,  that  the  defendant  was  not  to  receive  any  part 
of  the  profits  which  should  arise  therefrom ;  and  it  was  also  thereby 
further  agreed,  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  defendant  one-half  of 
the  office-rent,  to  take  date  from  the  24th  of  December  then  next,  the  rent 
of  which  was  then  50/.  per  annum.  The  count  then  ayerred,  that  there- 
tofore, and  after  the  making  of  the  last-mentioned  agreement,  to  wit,  on 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  then  promised  the  defendant  to  perform  and 
fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  first-mentioned  agreement  contained,  except 
so  far  as  the  same  was  altered  by  the  second-mentioned  agreement,  and 
xiU  tilings  in  the  second-mentioned  agreement  contained,  on  his  part  to 
be  performed  and  fulfilled,  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to 
perform  and  fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  first^mentioned  agreement  con* 
tained,  except  so  far  as  the  same  was  altered  by  the  secondly-mentioned 
agreement,  and  all  things  in  the  said  secondly-mentioned  agreement  con- 
tained on  his  part  to  be  performed  and  fulfilled ;  that  the  plaintiff  did, 
sfler  the  making  of  the  first-mentioned,  and'  before  the  making  of  tbe 
secondly-mentioned  agreement,  to  wit^  on  tiie  day  and  year  first  afbre- 
said,  enter  into  the  service  of  and  became  clerk  to  the  defendant,  at  and 
upon  the  terms  in  the  said  first  agreement  mentioned,  and  theran  con- 
tained, until  the  making  of  the  agreement  secondly  above  mentioned,  and 
firom  thence  until  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  from  the  date 
of  the  first*mentioned  agreement  (which  had  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit),  he  continued  in  the  said  service,  upon  the  terms 
in  the  said  agreements  respectively  contained^  except  so  far  as  the  said 
*4891  *fi'8t^mentioned  agreement  was  varied  by  the  agreement  secondly 
•^  above-mentioned,  to  wit,  until  the  28th  of  March,  1S47 ;  and  that, 
idthough  he,  the  plaintiff^  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  space  of  rix 
calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  said  first-mentioned  agreement,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  was  ready  and  willing,  and 
offered,  to  enter  into  such  fuither  agreement  for  two  years,  at  and  upon 
Ae  terms  thereinbefore  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  then  requested 
the  defonduit  to  enter  into  such  further  agreement ;  and  although  no 
jnst  cause  was  then  shown  to  the  contrary ;  and  although  the  gross 
profits  of  the  baggage  business,  insurance  agency  business,  and  other 
business  transacted  by  the  defendant  at  Southampton  aforesaid,  other 
than  such  ovwland  agency  business  as  the  defendant  was  in  possession' 
of  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  secondly-mentioned  agreement,  fiwm 
die  sud  22d  of  October,  1846,  up  to  the  expiration  of  tiie  said  term  of 
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tix  monthr,  imonnted  to  a  large  sum,  to  mi,  tbe  smn  of  500/. ;  yet  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  his  Baid  promise,  did  not  nor  would  when  so 
requested  as  aforesaid,  or  at  anj  time  afterwards,  enter  into  such  farther 
agreement  as  aforesaid,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  then  wholly  refused 
80  to  do, — ^and  that  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would,  though  requested 
so  to  do,  pay  to  the  plaintiff  50/.  per  cent,  upon  the  aforesaid  gross 
profits,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  second  count  stated,  that  theretofore,  and  at  the  time  of  making 
the  agreement  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  had  been,  for  the 
space  of  six  calendar  months,  and  then  was,  in  the  service  of  the  defend- 
ant as  clerk,  and  as  such  clerk  had  conducted,  and  was  then  conducting, 
the  defendant's  business  of  a  custom-house  and  shipping  agent,  at  South- 
ampton, and  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1847, 
in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  would 
€<mtiniie  in  the  service  of  him,  *the  drfendant,  as  clerk,  to  conduct  p^ ,  q/^ 
his,  the  defendant's,  business  of  a  custom-house  and  shipping  ^ 
agent,  at  Southampton  aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  two  years,  he,  the  de- 
f(Midant,  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  continue  him  in  such  service  for 
ike  said  term  of  two  years,  and  to  pay  him  the  annual  salary  of  150/. 
for  the  first  year,  and  160/.  for  the  second  year's  service,  and  (with  the 
exception  of  such  overland  agency  business  as  the  defendant  was  then  in 
poaeession  of)  also  to  pay  to  ^e  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  50/. 
per  cent,  on  the  gross  profits  (without  deduction  for  expenses,  except 
when  payments  should  have  been  actually  made  in  reference  to  the  busi- 
Ben  itself,)  on  all  baggage  business,  insurance-agency  business,  and  on 
all  and  every  business  whatsoever  trasnsacted  by  the  defendant  at  South- 
ampton aforesaid,  during  such  term  of  two  years  as  aforesaid,  save  and 
^cept  only  on  such  overland  agency  business  as  was  then  in  the  defend- 
ant's possession  as  aforesaid ;  that,  although  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in 
the  said  promise  of  the  defendant,  did  continue  in  the  service  of  him,  the 
defendant,  as  clerk,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
to  wit,  until  the  13th  of  August,  1847,  which  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  although  the  plaintiff  had  always  been 
ready  and  willing,  and  then  offered,  to  continue  in  the  service  of  the  de- 
lEeadant  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  two  years,  upon  the  terms 
aforesaid ;  yet  that  the  defendant,  not  regarding  his  said  promise,  did 
not  nor  would  continue  the  plaintiff  in  the  service  of  him,  the  defendant, 
as  clerk,  for  tiie  said  term  of  two  years,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,' 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  term  of  two  years,  tiien  wholly  refused  so  to  do,  and 
then  disdiarged  him,  the  plaintiff,  therefrom,  and  had  from  that  time 
continually  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  retain  or  employ  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  said  service ;  and  that,  by  means  •thereof,  he,  the  r^ -q^ 
plaJBtiff,  had  lost  and  had  been  deprived  of  all  the  salary,  profits,  ^ 
and  advantages  which  he  otherwise  might,  and  would,  have  derived  and 
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acquired  from  being  continued  in  the  said  service  of  the  defendant  for 
the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  two  years ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  been 
and  was,  by  means  of  the  premises,  still  wholly  unemployed. 

On  the  8th  instant,  an  order  was  made  by  Coltman,  J.,  to  strike  out 
so  much  of  the  first  count  as  referred  to  the  first  breach,  at  the  plaintiff's 
cost,  on  the  ground  that  that  part  of  the  first  count,  and  the  second  count, 
were  for  the  same  subject-matter  of  complaint,  and  that  joining  them 
was  therefore  in  violation  of  the  5th  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4. 

LuaK  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  that 
order ;  against  which, 

Peterson  now  showed  cause.  The  first  count  was  upon  an  agreement 
by  which  the  defendant  undertook  to  receive  the  plaintiff  into  his  service 
for  six  months,  and,  at  the  expiration  of  that  time,  to  enter  into  a  further 
agreement  with*  the  plaintiff,  for  a  further  engagement  for  two  years, 
upon  certain  terms ;  and  the  first  breach  is,  that  the  defendant  refused 
to  enter  into  such  further  agreement,  and  the  second,  for  refusing  to 
pay  a  certain  stipulated  per  centage  upon  profits.  The  second  count  is 
founded  upon  the  same  agreement,  treating  it  as  executed,  [  Cresswell, 
J.  The  second  count  is  for  breaking  the  agreement,  which  the  first 
count  charges  the  defendant  with  having  refused  to  enter  into.]  Pre- 
cisely so.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  violation  of  the  rule  should  be 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  counts :  per  Coleridge,  in  Dewar  v.  Swabeyy 
^^321  ^1  ^^'  *  E-  91^1  1  Cr*'©  ^  ^'  396.  [Cresswell,  J.  'It  must 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  counts,  that  the  same  subject-matter 
of  complaint  may  be  established  under  each.  Here,  the  evidence  that 
proved  the  second  count,  would  not  sustain  the  first  breach  in  the  first 
count.]  In  Macnamara,  on  Double  Pleading,  p.  17,  it  is  said,  that  ^'  though 
the  chief  criterion  is  as  to  whether  the  counts  are  different  on  the  face  of 
theMj  it  is  not  the  only  criterion ;  and  the  new  rules  expressly  permit  the 
party  applying  to  suggest  to  the  judge  that  they  are  founded  on  the  same 
cause  of  action,  when  they  are  used  in  apparent  violation.  Where  the  ques- 
tion is  doubtful,  it  seems  they  are  considered  in  ^apparent'  violation,  and 
terms  are  imposed."  In  James  v.  Bourne^  4  N.  C.  420,  6  Scott,  231, 6 
Dowl.  P.  C.  603, — ^which  may  probably  be  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff, — ^there 
were  two  distinct  contracts :  the  first,  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
goods  from  the  port  of  loading  to  the  port  of  discharge  ;  the  second,  a 
contract  to  take  care  of  the  same  goods  at  the  wharf  where  they  should 
be  landed,  and  to  convey  them  to  the  plaintiff's  place  of  business.(a) 

Lmhy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  second  count  clearly  is  not  founded 
upon  the  same  contract  as  the  first.  It  would  be  somewhat  singular  to 
hold  them  to  be  identical,  seeing  that  a  plea  that  would  be  an  answer 
to  the  first  count,  would  prove  the  second.  James  v.  Bourne^  underwent 
very  considerable  discussion ;  and  is  distinctly  in  the  plaintiff's  favour. 
TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  there  said:   "Undoubtedly,  if  the  words  of  the  fifth 

(a)  See  MalAemton  v.  Bay,  16  M.  &  W.  329. 
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rnle  be  taken  in  their  more  general  sense,  the  introduction  of  the  second 
coont  here  would  be  a  violation  of  it ;  the  mdject-matter  of  complaint^  viz. 
the  loss  of  the  goods,  being  the  same  in  both  counts.  But,  construing 
•the  rule  by  the  examples  that  are  given,  I  think  it  is  perfectly  p^^qo 
dear,  that,  if  the  two  counts  disclose  several  and  distinct  cantractSy  *-  ^' 
the  rule  will  not  be  violated  by  suffering  them  to  remain."  [Cresswell, 
J.  There,  a  question  arose,  whether  the  course  of  dealing  did  not  give 
rise  to  a  second  implied  contract :  it  was  very  like  the  example  given,  of 
freight  upon  a  charter-party  and  freight  pro  rata  itineria.']  In  Gilbert 
V.  Hales,  2  D.  &  L.  227,  the  declaration  contained  twenty-five  counts : 
the  first  fifteen  were  on  bills  of  exchange  drawn  at  Paris;  the  next  five, 
which  related  to  the  same  bills,  were  special  counts  founded  on  the  law 
of  France ;  and  the  last  five  were  on  a  special  agreement  to  pay  the  bills, 
in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  procuring  their  discount:  and  the 
court  refused  to  strike  out  the  last  set  of  counts,  as  being  in  apparent 
violation  of  the  rule.  In  support  of  the  application,  it  was  suggested 
that  the  true  test  is,  to  consider  whether  the  plaintiff  could  recover  under 
the  last  set  of  counts,  any  damage  to  which  he  would  not  be  entitled 
under  the  other  counts.  But  Pollock,  G.  B.,  said :  "  I  do  not  think  that 
the  true  criterion  in  these  cases,  is  that  suggested  by  the  defendant's 
counsel.  In  the  example  given  in  the  rule  of  court,  freight  on  a  charter- 
party  is  allowed  to  be  joined  with  a  count  for  freight  pro  rata  itineris, 
and  such  two  counts  might  fairly  be  joined  with  a  third,  on  a  special 
agreement  to  pay  for  the  goods  carried.  Each  of  these  counts  would 
require  different  pleadings,  and  different  evidence  to  support  it.  So,  in 
the  present  case,  the  three  sets  of  counts  are  founded  on  separate  and 
distinct  rights ;  the  first,  on  the  lex  mercatoria ;  the  second,  on  the  law 
of  France;  and  the  third,  on  the  special  freemen t."  So,  in  Cahoon 
V.  Burfordy  13  M.  &  W.  136,  2  D.  &  L.  234,  a  *count  for  money 
had  and  received  was  allowed,  with  a  special  count  for  the  ^  ' 
breach  of  warranty  of  a  horse, — the  breach  alleged  being,  that  "the 
horse  became  and  was  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  put  to  expense  in  and  about  the  feeding,  keeping,  and  taking 
care  of  the  said  horse,  and  returning  the  same  to  the  defendant." 
Alderson,  B.,  said  :  "  The  question  is,  docs  it  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
second  count,  that  it  is  for  the  same  cause  of  action  as  the  first  ?  It 
certainly  does  not ;  and  it  is  plain  that  the  two  counts  are  not  in  respect 
of  the  same  cause  of  action  ;  since  the  first  is  for  the  recovery  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  a  warranty  of  a  horse ;  but  the  second  is,  to  recover 
money  paid  to  the  defendant  on  the  ground  that  it  was  paid  on  a  con- 
sideration which  has  failed.  That  count  is  for  the  price  of  the  horse  ; 
whereas,  the  preceding  count  is  for  unascertained  damages,  the  true 
measure  of  which  may,  in  some  degree,  be  the  price  of  the  horse."  To 
disallow  these  two  counts,  would  be  to  go  much  further  than  any  case 
has  yet  gone. 
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Maulb,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  order  af  my  brother  Coltmak 
was  perfectly  right.  If  the  plaintiff  is  thereby  placed  in  a  situation  of 
difficulty,  it  will  be  a  case  for  amendment  under  the  statute  8  Jc  4  W. 
4,  c.  42,  s.  23. 

Ghesswel'l,  J.  I  think  we  cannot  help  seeing  that  the  object  of 
introducing  two  counts,  was,  to  avoid  the  difficulty  of  describing  the 
legal  effect  of  the  agreement. 

V.  Williams,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     This  is  very  like  the 
^  Q  -  case  of  an  instrument  which,  before  the  *recent  statute,(a)  might  be 
J  either  an  agreement  or  a  lease.     In  such  a  case,  it  could  not 
be  allowed  that  the  instrument  should  be  described  in  both  ways. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  76,  8.  4.    Et  vide  8  &.  9  Vict.  c.  106,  a.  3. 


HODGE  V.  CHURCHWARD.    Jan.  18. 

The  venue  in  an  action  of  slander  cannot  be  changed  on  tpeeial  grounds  until  after  iaaoe  joined. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case  for  slander.  The  defendant  pleaded, 
— ^first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  a  justification,  alleging  the  words  spoken 
to  be  true. 

Cfreenwoody — issue  not  having  been  joined, — moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to 
change  the  venue  from  London  to  Devonshire,  upon  an  afBdavit  stating 
that  nearly  all  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  were  resident  in  Devonshire, 
and  that  the  expense  of  the  trial  would  be  greatly  enhanced  if  it  took 
place  in  London.  He  referred  to  Dewier  v.  Collisy  4  M.  &  W.  631,  S. 
C,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  56,(a)  where  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  general 
rule  is,  that  a  motion  to  change  the  venue  on  special  grounds  cannot  be 
made  until  after  issue  joined,  yet,  if  the  pleadings  and  facts  of  the  case 
are  such  that  the  court  cannot  fail  to  see  what  the  issues  joined  must  be 
(as,  where  in  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  the  pleas  were,  non 
assumpsit,  and  payment),  the  application  may  be  granted  before  issue 
joined :  and  he  submitted  that  here  the  court  could  not  fail,  on  looking 
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at  '^'the  pleadings  annexed  to  the  affidavit,  to  see  what  the  issues 


to  be  tried  necessarily  must  be.(6) 
Wilde,  C.  J.  The  rule  is  thus  laid  down  by  Bayley,  B.,  in  CoUerUl 
V.  Dixon,  4  M.  &  W.  661.  Where  the  application  to  change  the  venue 
is  made  upon  the  ordinary  affidavit  of  the  cause  of  action  arising  in  the 
county  of  A.,  and  not  elsewhere,  it  should  be  made  before  plea  pleaded. 
But,  where  the  application  is  made  to  change  the  venue  on  special 

(a)  Per  nom.  Dovler  v.  Caller. 

{h)  Greenwood  had,  on  a  former  day,  Bought  to  obtain  a  rale  without  relying  on  the  special 
circumatancea ;  but  he  waa  mot  by  the  objection  that  the  defendant  had  obtained  two  orders 
Ibr  time  to  plead,  atid  therefore  waa  bound  to  move  on  apecial  grounda. 
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gnmnds,  it  ought  to  be  made  after  plea  pleaded ;  because,  nntil  ihen,  it 
cannot  be  known  wbat  issue  is  to  be  tried.  The  mle  is  evidently  founded 
in  good  sense ;  for,  how  can  the  defendant  undertake  to  inform  the  e(»irt 
who  the  witnesses  will  be,  and  where  they  reside,  untU  it  is  first  ascertained 
what  the  issues  are :  or  how,  if  such  speculatiye  information  be  given,  can 
the  court  act  upon  it  ?    The  motion  is  premature. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 


Ex  parte  GARB.    Jan.  17. 

la  the  caae  of  an  aeknowleiigment  to  lar  darner^  under  the  3  d^  4  W%  4^  e.  74»  a.  77,  tha  ai^. 
davit  of  verification  and  notarial  certificate  may  be  upon  jMper. 

A  COMMISSION  had  issued  out  of'  this  couH  for  the  purpose  of  takinj^ 
^  Acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  at  Toronto,  in  Upper  Canada, 
in  •order  to  bar  her  dower.  The  acknowledgmenft  was  duly  r^Aoi 
taken:  but,  the  affidavit  of  verification  and  the  notariial  ce^tifi-  ^ 
eate  being  on  poj^^  instead  of  pa/tchmeifitj  the  officer  objected  to  fitef 
tliem* 

Ball  now  moved  that  the  documents  might  be  allowed  to  be  filed* 
There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  (a),  or  in  any  rule  of  court  founded 
thereon,  that  makes  it  necessary  £or  the  aflldavit  to  be  on  parchment. 
The  officer,  in  refusing  to  receive  this  affidavit  and  certificate,  acted  upon^ 
a  role  of  Hilary  term,  14  G.  8^  which  applied  to  recoveries.  But  it  is 
sabmitted  that  an  acknowledgment  for  the  purpose  of  barring  dower 
under  this  statute,  stands  upon  a  very  difierent  footing  from  a  recovery, 
which  forms  part  of  die  muniments  of  title*  [Maule,  J.  In  the  case 
of  a  recovery,  the  documents  were  required  to  be  written  upon  parch- 
ment, because  they  might  be  wanted  after  the  lapse  of  many  years. 
Here,  however,  the  affidavit  cannot  be  required  beyond  the  life  of  the 
woman.]    Besides,  recoveries  are  in  the  nature  of  judgments. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  record  of  the  transaction  is  the  certificate  of  the- 
acknowledgment,  and  that  is  upon  parchment.  The  affidavit  of  the* 
due  taking  of  the  acknowledgment,  and  the  notarial  certificate,  are 
required  by  the  court,  to  satisfy  them  that  the  acknowledgment  has  been 
duly  taken.  The  affidavit  being  no  part  of  the  record,  I  do  not  see  why 
it  may  not  be  upon  paper.  This  being  merely  an  acknowledgment  taken 
to  bar  the  party's  right  to  dower,  the  reason  for  requiring  parchment  to 
be  used  does  not  apply,  even  if  it  were  necessary  in  the  case  of  an 
acknowledgment  for  the  purpose  of  passing  the  fee. 

•The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  acoor£ngly.  p^i^^Qg 

The  time  for  returning  the  tsommission  expired  on  the  14th  instant. 
^M  documents  had  been  presented  to  the  officer  on  the  12th. 

(a)  3  &  4  W.  4,  c  74,  a.  85. 

you  v.— 40  2D 


498  Ex  parte  Bettt  Hutchinson.  H.  T.  1848. 

Ball  now  prayed  that  tbe  time  might  be  enlarged  tintil  the  Ist  of 
Febraary. 
Per  Ourtam.    Be  it  so. 


Ex  parte  MABY  FBANCIS.    Jan.  24. 

In  the  certificate  of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  3  &,  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  a.  84  the  party  wii 
deaoribed  as  "  Mary,  the  reputed  wife  of  A.  B.,  otherwise  Mary  S. ,  apinster.* '  She  waa  sim- 
ilarly described  in  the  affidavit  of  verification,  and  in  the  deed  itaelf. 

The  court  allowed  the  documents  to  be  received  and  filed. 

Thb  certificate  of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  8. 
84,  described  the  party  as  "  Mary,  the  reputed  wife  of  John  Francis, 
otherwise  Mary  Wilson,  spinster."  She  was  similarly  described  in  the 
affidavit  of  verification,  and  also  in  the  deed. 

The  officer  having  declined  to  register  the  certificate  and  affidayit, 
without  the  order  of  the  court, 

Prideaux  submitted,  that  tiie  mere  suggestion  of  a  doubt  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  marriage,  was  no  substantial  ground  for  the  officer's 
refusal  to  receive  and  file  the  documents(a);  and  that,  as  the  description 
♦4001  ^  *^^®  certificate  and  affidavit  corresponded  with  that  contamed 
-I  in  the  deed, — which  was  executed  by  the  party  as  a  married 
woman, — there  was  in  truth  no  departure  from  any  of  the  prescribed 
forms,  but,  at  the  most,  only  a  redundancy  of  description. 

WiLBB,  C.  J.    I  see  no  reason  why  the  documents  should  not  be  filed. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Fiat. 

•  (a)  The  duty  of  the  officer  ia  defined  by  a.  85,  which  enacts,  "  that  every  such  certificate  as 
aforeaaid  (s.  84.)  of  the  taking  of  an  acknowledgment  fry  a  married  wcman,  of  any  such  deed  at 
■Ibreaaid  (a.  77),  together  with  an  affidavit  by  aome  peraon  verifying  the  aame  and  the  signa- 
ture thereof  by  the  party  by  whom  the  same  ahall  purport  to  be  aigned,  ahall  be  lodged  with 
aome  officer  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  to  be  appointed  as  hereinafter  (a. 
89,)  mentioned ;  and  anch  officer  ahall  examine  the  certificate,  and  see  that  it  is  duly  aigned, 
either  by  aome  judge  or  maater  in  Chancery  or  by  two  oommiaaioners  i4>pointed  pursuant  10 
this  act,  and  duly  verified  by  affidavit  aa  aforesaid,  and  shall  also  see  that  it  contains  such  state- 
ment of  particulars  as  to  the  consent  of  the  married  woman,  as  shall  fit>m  time  to  time  be  re- 
quired in  that  behalf;  and,  if  all  the  requisites  in  this  act  in  regard  to  the  certificate  shall  have 
been  complied  with,  then  such  officer  shall  cause  the  said  certificate,  and  the  affidavit,  to  be 
filed  of  record  in  the  aaid  court  of  Common  Pleas." 


Bx  parte  BETTY  HUTCHINSON.    Jan.  27. 

A  sutement  in  the  affidavit  of  verification  of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74, 
that  it  waa  taken  '*  at  Madeira,*'  ia  sufficiently  precise. 

The  court  received  an  affidavit  sworn  before  the  British  consul  in  the  island  of  Maderia,  the 
jurat  deacribing  him  as  being  authorised  by  the  laws  of  the  island  to  administer  oaiba 
there ;  and  the  affidavit  being  accompanied  by  a  notarial  certificate  to  the  same  efiect. 

A  BPBOIAL  commission  had  been  directed  to  three  merchants  residing 
in  the  island  of  Madeira,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  acknowledgment 
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of  MiB.  Betty  HutchizuBon,  of  a  deed  disposing  of  her  interest  in  certtun 
jffoperty,  under  the  8  &  4  W.  4,  <%  74,  s,  88. 

*Ihe  officer  had  objected  to  file  the  documents,  on  the  ground  r^KQQ 
that  the  affidavit  yerifying  the  acknowledgment,  omitted  to  state  ^ 
in  what  part  of  the  island  the  acknowledgment  was  taken ;  and  also  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  sworn  before  the  British  consul. 

The  jurat  was  as  follows: — ^^  Sworn,  in  the  island  of  Madeira,  on  the 
27th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1847,  before  me,  George 
Stoddart,  Her  Majesty's  consul,  and  authorised  by  the  laws  of  the  island 
of  Madeira  to  administer  oaths  in  the  island  of  Madeira."  At  the  foot 
of  the  affidavit  was  a  notarial  certificate,  as  follows : — ^'  I,  Servulo  Souzao 
Brommond,  notary  public,  &c.,  at  Madeira,  certify  that  Her  Britannio 
Majesty's  consul,  as  such,  is  entitled  to  administer  oaths  in  the  island  of 
Madeira." 

Cok  now  moved  that  the  officer  might  be  directed  to  receive  and  file 
the  certificate  and  affidavit.  The  case  of  In  re  Shufflebottamj  6  Scott, 
898,  afibrds  an  answer  to  the  first  objectionj  an  affidavit  stating  that 
the  acknowledgment  was  taken  '^in  Philadelphia,"  was  there  held  to  be 
sufficient.  [Maulb,  J.  Here,  the  acknowledgment  is  stated  to  have 
been  taken  ^^  at  Madeira."  I  think  that  will  do.  The  court  will  not 
take  notice  of  the  size  or  of  the  divisions  of  the  island.]  The  rules  of 
court  of  Michaelmas  term,  4  W.  4,  are  confined  to  acknowledgments 
taken  in  this  country.  With  respect  to  acknowledgments  taken  abroad, 
the  officeir  seems  to  have  adopted  the  practice  which  prevailed  in  this 
court  as  to  common  recoveries,  under  the  rule  of  Hilary  term,  14  G.  8, 
which  provided,  ^^  that,  if  the  party  or  parties  shall  be  in  Ireland,  or  in 
any  other  part  or  parts  beyond  the  seas,  then  the  affidavit  or  affidavits 
shall  be  made  by  one  of  the  commissioners  who  hath  taken  the  acknow* 
lodgment  of  the  warrant  or  warrants  of  attorney,  and  shall  *be  p^^/v^ 
sworn  either  before  some  person  duly  authorised  to  take  affidavits  ^ 
in  this  court,  or  before  some  magistrate  of  the  place  where  such  acknow* 
lodgment  shall  be  taken,  having  authority  to  administer  an  oath,  and  in 
the  presence  of  a  public  notary;  which  notary  shall  also  certify  in 
writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  as  well  the  due  administering  of  this 
oath,  as  also  the  name,  signature,  and  office  of  the  magistrate  adminis* 
tering  the  same."  The  cases  of  Hx  parte  Hutchinson^  4  Bingh.  606; 
1  M.  &  P.  559,  and  In  re  Eady,  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  615,  were  referred  to 
by  the  officer,  as  showing  .that  British  consuls  at  foreign  ports,  are  not, 
as  such,  authorised  by  the  statute  6  G.  4,  c.  87,  s.  20,  to  administer 
oaths  in  cases  of  this  sort.  But,  in  subsequent  cases,  affidavits  have 
been  received,  sworn  before  a  British  consul,  with  proper  explanation : 
as  in  Ex  parte  Davy^  2  M.  &  G.  424,  where  an  affidavit  sworn  before 
the  British  consul  at  St.  Petersburgh  was  held  sufficient ;  it  having  been 
stated  in  a  notarial  certificate,  made  in  a  former  case,  that  the  laws  of 
Bossia  do  not  grant  authority  to  any  magistrate  to  administer  oaths  to 
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fBuy  person  whatBoeyef.  (ISauls,  J.  Have  yon  any  affidavit  tlM  the 
British  consul  at  Madeira  has,  as  aacb,  authority  by  the  laws  of  Ae 
island  to  administer  oaths  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  the  notarial  certificate 
ihat  he  has  such  authority,  is  sufficient. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  notarial  oertificate  that  fier 
Britannic  Majesty's  consul  at  Madeira,  as  such,  has  authority  to  administer 
.oaths  in  the  island,  coupled  with  the  statem^it  in  the  jurat  to  the  same 
effect,  is  enough ;  and  therefore  that  the  certificate  and  affidavit  may  be 
filed. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  granted. 


♦GILBERTSON  v.  RICHARDSOK.    Jan.  29. 

A.*8  carriage  was  driven  againat  the  wheel  of  B.'a  chaiae  :  the  colliakm  threw  a  pereon  who 
was  in  the  chaise  upon  the  dashing-board ;  the  dashing-board  fell  on  the  back  of  the  horse, 
and  cansfid  him  to  kick,  and  thereby  the  chaise  waa  injured  ^r—Rdd^  that  B.  was  entitled 
to  recover  in  ire^pan  against  A.  damagea  oomoiensuraM  with  the  whole  of  the  iiqsry 
sustained. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  plain- 
tiff, before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  trespass  thereinafter 
laentioned,  to  mt^  on  the  22d  of  June,  1847,  was  lawfully  possessed  of 
•a  certain  carriage,  to  wit,  a  chaise,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  Talne 
4f  50/.,  and  of  a  certaili  horse  then  drawing  the  same,  in  which  chaise 
the  plaintiff  was  tiien  riding  in  and  along  a  certain  public  and  common 
kdghway,  and  that  the  defendant  was  then  riding  in  a  certain  other 
carriage,  to  wit,  a  chaise,  then  drawn  by  a  certain  other  horse, — which 
last-mentioned  chaise  and  horse  were  then  under  the  care  and  manage- 
ment of  the  defendant, — ^in  and  along  the  said  highway ;  and  that  there- 
upon the  defendant,  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  with 
force  and  arms,  &c.,  drove  the  said  chaise,  so  then  under  his  care  and 
management,  widi  great  force  and  violenee,  upon  and  against  the  said 
phaise  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  then  greatly  crushed,  broke  to  pieces, 
and  damaged  the  said  chaise  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  said  chaise  of  the 
plaintiff  thereby  then  became  and  was  rendered  of  little  or  no  use  or 
value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  then  subjected  to, 
atid  incurred,  a  great  expense,  to  wit,  40/.,  in  repairing  the  said 
mhaise,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Ooltman,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  in  Lon- 
don in  the  present  term.  The  facts  were  as  follows: — the  plaintiff 
was  riding  with  a  friend  along  Oxford  Street,  in  a  chaise  drawn  by  a 
Ugb-spirited  horse.  One  of  the  traces  getting  accidently  over  the 
♦fiMI  *'*^*^»  ^^  plaintiff  alighted  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  it- 
J  While  so  doing,  the  defendant  drove  his  carriage  against  the  wheel 
rf  the  plaintiff's  chaise,  and,  by  the  shock,  the  plaintiff's  friend  wtf 
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off  the  sest  on  to  the  duhing-board ;  the  dashing-board  falling 
iq>on  the  back  of  the  hone,  caosed  it  to  kick,  whereby  the  plaintiff  *e 
dwiae  iras  damaged  to  the  amount  of  13Z. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  trespass  was  n<^ 
the  proper  form  of  action,  the  imjwry  being  consequential,  and  not 
diieetly  and  immediately  resnlting  from  the  act  of  the  defendant. 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  injury  of 
vliich  the  plaintiff  complained,  was  occasioned  by  the  wilful,  or  by 
o^igent  conduct  of  the  defendant ;  in  either  of  which  cases  he  directed 
them  to  find  for  Ihe  plaintiff. 

The  jury  haying  returned  a  rerdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  137., 

Byl€9^  Serjt,  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 
Under  this  form  of  declaration,  tiie  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  recover 
fliieh  damages  as  were  the  immediate  and  necessary  result  of  the  alleged 
wrongful  act  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  is  not  to  be  charged  with 
the  consequences  arising  from  the  vicious  or  unruly  temper  of  the 
^ftintiff's  htnrse.  {Maui*x,  J.  The  act  of  the  defendant  caused  the 
dftshing-board  to  fall  upon  the  plaintiff's  horse;  and  the  effect  was^  to 
induce  that  which  such  a  horse  might  be  expected  to  do.  Cresswbll, 
J.  Snj^ose  a  man  whips  a  tarriageJiorse,  and  causes  him  to  start  and 
throw  the  coachman  from  the  driving-seat,  and  the  horse  runs  away  and 
breaks  the  carriage  to  pieces, — would  rM  trespass  lie?]  It  is  submitted 
thfti  it  would  not :  but  thai  the  appropriate  remedy  would  be,  ca»e  fbf 
the  consequential  damage.  Damages  that  are  cdnsequential  Upon  aik 
act  ^of  trespass,  form  the  proper  sabjeet  of  a«i  action  upon  the 
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Mauls,  J.  {h)  If  you  have  no  mere  apposite  authority  to  cite  thaa 
3eoit  y.  Shepherd, — ^whidi  was  a  totally  different  case, — ^you  have  showA 
Bofching  to  entitle  you  to  a  rule.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  right  to  bring  trespass  against  the  defendant  for  striking  his  wheel. 
The  whole  injury  was  immediately  consequent  upon  that  act,  and 
therefore  is  properly  the  subject  of  an  action  of  trespass.  The  direction 
quite  right. 

Hie  rest  of  the  eoort  concurring.  Rule  refused. 

(a)  WiLDB,  €.  J.,  was  ftbtettt,  OA  aocoont  of  induporition. 


FINNEY  V.  TOOTELL.    Jan.  28. 

In  m  action  by  S.  F.,  a  coal-merchant,  against  hia  clerk,  to  recover  the  amount  of  money  re- 
ceived and  not  accounted  for,  the  plaintifl*  having  proved  an  admission  by  the  defendant  04 
the  15th  of  August,  that  a  sum  of  122.  was  doe,  the  latter  offered  in  evidence  an  unstamped 
receipt,  of  a  subsequent  date,  for  a  larger  amount.  This  being  rejected,  the  defendant  gave 
IB  evidence  a  memorandum  on  the  back  of  the  same  paper,  written  and  signed  by  the  plain* 
tiff,  as  follows  .*— **  Balanced  up  to  this  day,  as  per  cash-book.    S.  F.,  19  Nov."  :— 

ITflU,  thai  this  memorandum  did  not  require  a  receipt  stamp,  and  was  properly  admitted,  with- 
out producing,  and  without  notice  to  produce,  the  cash-book  to  which  it  referred,  which  wit 
m  the  plaintiff's  posaeasion. 

2d2 
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» 
DxBT,  for  money  had  and  reeeired,  and  for  money  dne  npon  an  \ 
stated.    Pleas,  never  indebted,  payment,  and  set-off. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maulb,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  at  West- 
minster in  Easter  term,  1847.  The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff, 
a  coal-merchant,  against  his  clerk,  to  recover  moneys  which  it  was 
alleged  the  ^latter  had  received  from  customers,  and  had  not 
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accounted  for.     On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a  document,  dated 


the  15th  of  August,  1845,  was  put  in,  which  amounted  to  an  acknow- 
ledgment by  the  defendant,  that  12L  7s.  2d.  was  then  due  from  him  to 
the  plaintiff:  and  evidence  was  given  whence  the  jury  might  infer  that 
the  defendant  had  received  other  money  about  ^e  same  time,  to  the 
amount  of  about  20/. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  a  paper  was  offered  in  evidence  contain- 
ing  on  one  side  of  it,  words  amounting  to  a  receipt  for  18/.  This  memo* 
randum  was  dated  the  14th  of  November,  1845. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  this  paper  was 
inadmissible,  for  want  of  a  stamp :  and  the  objection  was  acquiesced  in. 

The  defendant's  counsel  then  tendered  an  indorsement  on  the  same 
paper,  also  unstamped,  containing  these  words  in  the  plaintiff's  hand- 
writing : — '^Balanced  up  to  this  day,  as  per  cash-booL  S.  F.,  19  Nov." 
(1845). 

This  was  also  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  it  operated  as  a  receipt 
in  full  of  all  demands,  and  therefore  should  have  had  a  10s.  receipt 
stamp,  under  the  55  G.  8,  c.  184,  Sched.  Part  I.  title  Beeeipt.{a)  It  wtf 
*'{(\fr\  ^^^^^^  objected  that  the  indorsement  could  not  be  *looked  at 
J  without  also  reading  what  was  on  the  face  of  the  paper :  and  that, 
at  all  events,  to  make  it  evidence,  the  cash-book  (which  was  in  the  plain- 
tiff's possession,  but  the  entries  in  which  were  made  by  the  defendant),  to 
which  it  referred,  should  be  produced.  The  plaintiff  had  had  no  notice 
to  produce  this  book. 

The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  left  the  case  to  the  jury, 
who  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Kennedy f  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  memorandum  of  the  19th  of  November,  1845,  being 
unstamped,  was  improperly  received ;  and  also  on  the  ground,  that,  even 
if  that  document  was  properly  admitted,  the  verdict  was  not  warranted 
by  the  evidence. 

Jatfce  now  showed  cause.     The  document  in  question  reqmred  no 

(a)  Which  provides,  that "  any  receipt  or  discharge ,  note,  memorandum,  or  writiog  whatever, 
given  to  any  person  for  or  upon  the  payment  of  money,  which  shall  contain,  import,  or  signify 
any  general  acknowledgment  of  any  debt,  account,  claim,  or  demand,  &c.,  whereof  the  amount 
•hall  not  be  therein  specified,  having  been  paid,  settled,  balanced,  or  otherwise  discharged  or 
attisfied,  or  whereby  any  sum  of  money  therein  mentioned  shall  be  acknowledged  to  be  receited 
in  full,  or  in  discharge  or  satisfaction  of  any  auch  debt,  account,  claim,  or  demand,  &c.,  and 
whether  the  same  shall  be  signed  or  not  with  the  name  of  any  person,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  «  receipt  for  the  sum  of  1000/.  or  vpwards,  and  ahall  be  charged  with  the  duty  of  lOf." 
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It  iras  not  a  reoeipt  or  aeknowledgment  for  the  paymont  of 
money:  it  was  a  sort  of  aeknowledgment  that  the  defendant  had  duly 
aeeosnted  with  the  plaintiff  for  all  money  received  on  his  acconnt  np  to  a 
certain  day.  [  Gbbsswbll,  J.  It  does  not  show  any  receipt  of  money 
by  the  person  signing  it.  On  the  contrary,  he  may,  on  that  yery  occa- 
sion, hare  paid  money.]  An  admission  of  payment  made  on  an  account- 
current,  requires  no  stamp :  Clark  y.  Haughamj  2  B.  &;  C.  149,  3  D.  ft 
E.  322.  So,  in  WeUard  y.  ifoM,  1  Bingh.  184,  7  J.  B.  Moore,  503,  a 
nemorandmn  at  the  foot  of  an  account,  admitting  its  correctness,  was 
received  without  a  stamp.  With  regard  to  the  objection  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  produce  or  call  for  the  cash-book, — ^it  is  to  be  observed  that 
it  ia  the  plidntiff 's  own  book,  and  that,  if  there  was  anything  in  it  to 
eaq»lain  *the  transaction,  or  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  admission  p^ccait 
had  reference  to  anything  else,  it  was  clearly  the  plaintiff's  duty  ^ 
to  produce  it.  Whatever  is  said  by  a  party  to  the  suit,  is  evidence  against 
him.(a)  The  memorandum  amounts  to  an  assertion,  that,  up  to  the  day 
named,  all  is  concluded  between  the  parties,  and  that  the  cash-book  is 
COTToboratiye  evidence  of  such  assertion. 

Kennedy y  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  an 
admission  to  the  extent  of  12/.  7«.  2<2.,  the  defendant  tendered  an 
unatamped  receipt  for  187.,  which,  being  objected  to,  he  withdrew  it,  and 
then  relied  on  the  memorandum  on  the  back,  which,  if  it  amounted  to 
anything,  was  a  receipt  in  full  of  all  demands, — an  admission  of  a  final 
settlement  of  accounts  between  the  parties.  It  was  tendered  as  evidence 
of  a  payment  [Wildb,  G.  J.  A  payment  by  whom  ?]  A  payment  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintifi^  of  the  balance  then  due.  If  the  document 
waa  not  a  receipt,  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  either  of  pay- 
ment or  set-off.  The  word  "  balanced"  clearly  had  reference  to  what 
WB8  on  the  face  of  the  paper ;  and,  if  the  one  was  inadmissible,  equally 
so  was  the  other.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  If  your  suggestion  be  correct,  it 
seems  odd  that  the  two  documents  were  not  contemporaneous.(i)]  At  all 
events,  the  memorandum  ought  not  to  have  been  ^admitted,  with-  i-^ctaq 
out  the  cash-book,  (e)  to  which  it  referred,  or  secondary  evidence  ^  *^ 
of  it.  Standing  alone,  it  does  not  appear  to  be  at  dl  relevant  to  the 
eanae.  [Maulb,  J.  A  statement  made  by  a  party  to  a  cause,  which 
mojf  he  relevant  to  the  cause,  is  always  evidence  against  him.]  The 
learned  judge  should  have  told  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence.  He 
certainly  did  tell  them  that  there  was  very  little  evidence. 

(a)  The  production  of  the  books  would  have  affi)rded  a  distinct  answer  to  the  plaintifT^s  case, 
if  the  Sam  sought  to  be  recoTered  in  this  action  was  included  in  the  acconnt.  Its  production 
would  baye  been  equally  important  to  the  plaintiff  if  that  sum  was  not  covered  by  the  account ; 
but  the  defendant  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  memorandum  and  the  use  which  he  meant  to 
make  of  it,  whilst  the  plaintiff  might  not  be  aware  of  cither. 

(&)  Where  the  two  sides  of  sn  account  balance  each  other  on  a  particular  day,  an  aeknow* 
ledgment  of  that  balance  made  on  a  subsequent  day,  would,  in  the  ordinary  ooorae  of  bun- 
new,  be  drawn  down  to  the  Utter  day,  no  other  transactions  having  intervened. 

(f)  Phillippa  on  Evidence,  9ch  edit.  p.  229. 


WiLDBy  0.  J.  I  am  of  opifuon  that  thia  nde  slundd  be  <Meeh«gid. 
The  first  objectioa  is,  that  a  oertain  docoment,  which  was  prodnoed  at 
the  trial,  required  a  stamp.  This,  I  think,  is  fovaded  upon  a  misappre- 
hension of  the  statute.  The  part  of  the  statute  65  G.  8,  c.  184,  whieh 
is  relied  on,  is,  the  schedule,  Part  L  title  Receij^.  (Here  his  lordship 
read  the  provision,  which  see  ant^  505,  n.)  There  is  nothing,  however, 
upon  the  face  of  this  paper,  to  shew  that  it  was  given  for,  or  upon  the^ 
payment  of  money.  A  letter,  from  a  merchant  to  his  correspondent  say- 
ing that  the  account  between  them  is  ^^  balanced,  as  per  account^surreiit 
annexed,"  clearly  would  not  be  within  the  act,  and  would  not  require  a 
stamp  to  make  it  admissible  in  evidence. 

It  is  then  insisted  that  it  was  not  shown  that  this  document  had  any 
necessary  reference  to  the  case,  and  therefore  that  it  was  improperly 
submitted  to  the  jury.  But,  when  two  persons  have  been  dealing  toge- 
ther, any  document  that  has  relation  to  the  accounts  between  them,  is, 
primd  faeicy  evidence.  If  it.  were  su8cq>tible  of  explanation,  it  was 
competent  to  either  party  to  explain  it,  or  to  show  that  it  had  rehtion 
to  something  else.  But  no  evidence  was  given  of  any  other  matter  to* 
which  it  could  by  possibility  have  reference.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
^^  -  it  was  not,  primd  faciei  referable  ta the  accounts  ♦in  the  case: 
^  and  I  think  it  was  admissible  absolutely.  The  plaintiff  proves  a 
receipt  of  money  by  the  defendant  on  his  account,  on  the  15th  of  August, 
at  which  time  there  is  a  statement  of  121.  7s.  2cL  bemg  due  from  the 
defendant ;  and  then  he  gives  evidence  to  show  a  probability  of  more 
money  having  been  received  by  the  defendant  since.  The  defendant,  in 
answer,  produces  a  paper,  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  which  contained  the8< 
words — ^^  Balanced  up  to  this  day,  as  per  cash-book,  November  19. 
1845."  What  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  when  he  had  given  sueh  a 
voucher  to  the  defendant  ?  The  cash-book  is  admitted  to  be  the  bodi 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  course  of  entries  in  that  book  would  be  of  somft 
received  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant.  It  is  quite  clear  the  par* 
ties  came  to  a  settlement  up  to  the  19th  of  November.  ^'  Baluiced"  is 
an  ambiguous  word :  it  is  sometimes  used  to  denote  an  ascertained  stale 
of  accounts;  but  more  often,  in  the  sense  of  all  bdng  cleared  off  and 
adjusted  between  the  parties.  It  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to  say  iir 
which  of  these  senses  the  word  was  to  be  taken  here.  And,  accordingly, 
the  learned  judge  left  it  to  them :  and  the  inference  they  drew  was,  that 
'^  balanced"  meant  ^'  all  is  settled  and  adjusted  between  us.*'  I  see  no 
ground  for  saying  that  their  conclusion  was  wrong.  The  plaintiff  now 
contends  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  produced  his,  the  plaintiff's, 
cash-book,  to  explain  the  memorandum.  If  the  cash-book  contained 
anything  to  negative  the  discharge  of  the  defendant,  it  is  fair  to  pre- 
sume that  the  plaintiff  would  have  produced  it. 

Cbesswbll,  J.     I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.     It  is  impossible 
to  say  that  the  document  in  question  was  not  relevant.    There  was  no 
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tvideoee  to  show  that  the  parties  had  had  more  than  one  set  of  deaHngs 
*betireen  thenii  or  that  there  was  any  other  account  to  which  the  r^cci  a 
memorandnm  conld  have  reference.  The  question  then  is,  whether  ** 
il  could  he  read,  being  without  a  stamp.  It  clearly  had  no  connexion 
with  what  appeared  upon  the  face  of  the  paper.  And  it  is  equally  clear 
that  it  is  not  an  acknowledgment  of  money  received.  It  is  a  mere  state- 
ment that  the  accounts  between  the  parties  were  ascertained  and  balanced 
op  to  a  particular  day.  The  document  was  admissible  Then,  is  the 
Terdict  against  evidence  ?  **  Balanced"  may,  as  my  lord  has  observed, 
mean  '^stated  or  ascertained,"  or  it  may  mean  '^adjusted  or  equalised.'* 
It  was  for  the  jury  to  say  which  was  the  sense  to  be  attributed  to  tho 
word  in  this  case.  It  was  not  incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  produce 
or  to  call  for  the  plaintiff's  cash-book. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  incline  to  agree  with 
Mr.  Kennedy^  that,  if  this  document  had  been  a  voucher  for  the  pay- 
ment of  money,  it  would  not  have  been  admissible  without  a  stamp.  But 
it  was  not  so  offered.  It  was  put  merely  as  an  admission  that  a  balance 
had  been  struck  between  the  parties ;  not  stating  which  way.  No  stamp, 
therefore,  was  requisite.  This  memorandum  was  not  connected  with  the 
writing  on  the  other  side  of  the  paper.  If  the  statement,  instead  of 
bdng  in  writing,  had  been  by  word  of  mouth,  it  clearly  would  have  been 
evidence,  without  the  production  of  the  plaintiff's  cash-book.  How  could 
it  be  the  less  admissible  because  it  was  in  writing  ?  I  think  the  jury 
were  well  warranted  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  they  did. 

Maulb,  J.  I  retain  the  opinion  I  expressed  at  the  trial,  that  no 
stamp  was  necessary,  because  tiie  document  did  not  purport  to  be  a 
receipt  for  anything.  ^It  is  a  mere  statement  that  the  account  r^r^^ 
is  balanced  to  a  certain  day ;  with  a  reference  to  a  book,  in  which  ^ 
the  account  between  the  parties  is  entered.  It  does  not  show  that  any 
money  was  paid,  or  by  whom  or  to  whom.  It  is  then  insisted  that  I 
eoght  to  have  excluded  the  document,  because  it  was  not  necessarily 
applicable  to  the  case.  If  that  be  a  ground  for  rejecting  evidence,  I 
think  it  might  safdy  be  predicated  that  nine-tenths  of  the  evidence 
<dfered  in  every  case  oi^ht  also  to  be  rejected.  The  substance  of  the 
memorandum  is,  that,  on  the  19th  of  November,  the  parties  agreed  that 
the  account  between  them  was  balanced.  It  is  quite  uncertain  upon  the 
fiiee  of  it  mdiedier  anything  is  due  from  the  one  to  the  other.  Upon 
that  state  of  tiimgs,  the  jury  were  bound  to  find  for  the  defendant.  If 
I  said  anything  at  the  trial  that  was  favourable  to  the  plaintiff's  casoi 
the  jury  did  quite  right  to  disregard  it.  Rule  discharged. 


TOL.  V. — 41 
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In  re  MABT  Ainr  WORTHINOTON.    Jan.  91. 

The  court  refuaed  to  direct  the  officer  to  receive  a  certi6cate  and  affidavit  of  an  acknowledg 
ment  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,— Hhe  affidavit  having  an  interlineadon  in  an  importani 
part,  without  anything  to  denote  that  the  interlineation  had  been  made  belbre  the  affidavit 


Chankbll,  Serjt.,  moved  tliat  the  officer  miglit  be  directed  to  receire 
and  file  the  certificate  and  affidavit  of  verification  of  the  taking  of  the 
acknowledgment  of  a  married  woman  abroad,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c. 
*«;1Q1  *^^'  ""^^  affidavit  had  been  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  •the 
J  statement  therein, — that  the  lady  was  of  competent  understanding, 
and  was  cognisant  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  acknowledgment  was 
made, — ^was  interlinedy  without  any  recognition  of  such  interlineation, 
by  initials  or  otherwise,  in  the  margin. 

The  learned  serjeant  produced  an  affidavit  of  the  solicitor  who  pre- 
pared the  documents,  that  the  interlineation  took  place  before  they  were 
sent  out  for  execution:  and  he  submitted  that  this  case  difiered  firom 
that  of  In  re  Mary  Jane  Faganj{a)  where  an  interlineation  in  the  jurat 
was  held  to  be  fatal, — that  case  being  provided  for  by  a  positive  rule  of 
court. 

Maulb,  J.  The  interlineation  here  is  of  a  very  important  matter. 
I  think  the  officer  did  quite  right  in  refusing  to  receive  the  affidavit. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

CfhanneU  took  nothing. 

M  Antd,  p.  436. 


DOE  d.  LOVE  V.  ROE.    Jan.  81. 

A  declaration  in  ejectment  was  aerved  on  the  let  of  November,  with  a  notice  requiriiig  the 
tenant  to  appear  *'  in  next  Hilary  term  :*' — Hdd,  bad. 

A  BBOLABATION  and  notice  in  ejectment  were  served  upon  the  tenant 
in  possession  on  the  1st  of  November,  1847, — the  notice  requiring  him 
to  appear  in  ^*  next  Hilary  term." 

A.  J.  Johmtan  moved  for  judgment  agunst  the  casual  ejector.    He 

submitted  that  the  party  was  not  prejudiced  by  an  extension  of  the  time 

^^51 31  ^^'  ftppe&ring ;  and  ^observed  that  there  were  many  cases  where 

-^  mistii^es  of  a  similar  character  had  been  considered  unimportant 

Maule,  J.  The  notice  is  clearly  irregular  in  an  essential  particular. 
It  should  inform  the  party  that  he  is  required  to  appear  on  the  first  day 
of  the  then  next  term.  Here,  he  has  a  term's  notice,  which  very  possibly 
he  may  not  like.  In  the  absence  of  any  precedent  for  the  motion, 
I  think  it  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

Cbesswell,  J.    In  Doe  d.  Holder  v.  Buehworth^  4  M.  fc  W.  74,  a 


I 


6  MANinNO,  Granger,  &  Scott*  513 

notice  requiring  the  tenant  to  appear  ^'  in  Trinity  term/'  instead  of  '^on 
the  first  daj  of  Trinity  term,"  was  held  bad.  Rule  refused. 


NASH  1^.  OALDER.    Jan.  28. 

A  writ  or  summons  issued  on  the  8th  of  April,  snd  an  aliat  on  the  10th  of  August.  The  plain- 
tiff entered  an  appearance  to  the  aliaa,  tec.  stat.t  and  filed  a  declaration.  The  defendant 
(who  had  appeared  to  the  first  writ),  treating  the  declaration  as  a  declaration  in  a  teoomd 
action,  pleaded  the  pendency  of  a  former  action  for  the  same  cause.  The  plaintiff  took 
issue  thereon :— The  court  refused  to  grant  the  defendant  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  issue. 

A  WRIT  of  summons  issued  against  the  defendant,  at  the  suit  of  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  8th  of  April,  1847,  and  an  alias  on  the  10th  of  August, 
upon  which  latter  writ  the  plaintiff  entered  an  appearance  for  the  defend- 
ant see.  sta^.y  and  filed  a  declaration  on  the  3d  of  November.  The 
defendant,  who  had  entered  an  appearance  to  the  first  writ  on  the  24th 
of  April,  treating  the  declaration  as  a  declaration  in  a  second  action, 
pleaded  thereto  a  prior  action  pending  for  the  same  cause.  The  plain- 
tiff took  issue  on  that  plea,  and  added  the  ^similiter,  treating  the  r^^^A 
declaration  as  filed  in  the  action  commenced  by  the  writ  of  sum-  ^ 
mons  of  the  8th  of  April. 

Willes  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  issue  for  irregularity.  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  Is  not  the  original  writ  of  summons  the  commencement  of  the 
aetion?]  No  doubt  it  is,  if  the  proceedings  are  regularly  continued. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  Although  the  plaintiff  inadvertently  issued  an  aliasj  he 
bad  a  right  to  fall  back  upon  the  first  writ,  when  he  found  that  the 
defendant  had  appeared  thereto.]  In  that  case,  the  declaration  should 
liare  been  delivered^  not  JUed.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  The  filing  the  declara- 
tion was  undoubtedly  an  irregularity.  You  have,  however,  passed  by 
the  time  for  taking  that  objection.] 

Dowling^  Seijt.,  who  was  to  have  shown  cause  in  the  first  instance, 
was  not  called  upon. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  tiiat  there  is  no  ground  for  this  mo- 
tion. The  result  seems  to  be  this.  The  plaintiff  unnecessarily,  and  by 
mistake,  sued  out  an  o/uw, — showing  that  he  did  not  mean  to  abandon  the 
first  writ.  In  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  he  was  guilty  of  an  irregu- 
larity, in  filing  the  declaration,  instead  of  delivering  it.  It  was  compe- 
tent to  the  defendant  to  object  to  that  irregularity :  and,  if  he  had  come 
]n*omptly,  the  declaration  would  have  been  set  aside.  He,  however, 
thought  proper  to  waive  that :  and  now,  when  the  issue  is  delivered,  he 
inffists,  that,  by  issuing  a  second  writ,  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken  to  have 
abandoned  the  first,  and  that  he  is  at  liberty  to  treat  the  second  writ  as 
the  commencement  of  a  second  action.  It  appears  to  me  that  he  is  not 
entitled  so  to  do. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refused. 
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•615]  *HITCHIN  V.  GROOM.    Jan.  24. 

fiy  a  written  agreement,  the  plaintilT  undertook  to  60  woi^  for  the  defendant  on  the  honaao 
**  in  South  Street  and  Sduthampton  Street.*'  It  appeared  that,  at  the  date  of  the  agreemant, 
the  defendant  had  land  and  houaea  m  South  Street,  but  had  nothing  in  Southampton  Street : — 

'  Hddy  that,  the  agreement  being  imambiguoua,  evidence  wae  not  admiaaible  to  ahow  that 
the  word  "  and"  waa  inaerted  by  mistake ;  and  that  it  waa  a  miadirection  to  leave  it  to  tiM 
jury  to  say  what  waa  the  intention  of  the  partiea. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit. 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1845,  b  j  a  certain 
agreement  then  made  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  do  the  brick-work  of  the  seyeral  houses  in  South  Street 
and  Southampton  Street,  finding  aU  labour  and  scaffolding,  and  to  com- 
plete the  work  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  fully  equal  to  the 
work  opposite,  and  as  good  as  the  materials  would  allow  of;  and  that 
the  defendant,  in  consideration  thereof,  agreed  with  and  promised  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  him  for  the  same  after  the  rate  of  XL  18«.  per  rod,  and 
I9.  per  foot  extra  for  gauged  arches ;  and  that,  although  the  plaintiff 
had  always  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  agreement  been  ready  and 
willing  to  perform  and  fulfil  the  same  on  his  part,  and  did  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  enter  upon  and  commenea 
the  said  works,  and  for  that  purpose  did  procure  and  find  all  labour  and 
scaffolding  necessary  for  performing  the  same,  and  did  the  same  in  part, 
to  wit,  fifty  rods,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike  manner,  fully  equal  to  the 
work  opposite,  and  as  good  as  the  materials  would  allow  of,  and  had 
always  been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  and  complete  the  whole  of  the 
said  works,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement, — of  all  which  premises 
the  defendant  then  had  notice ;  yet  thtit  the  defendant  did  not  nor  would 
perform  the  said  agreement  and  promise,  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof, 
*5161  ^^^^^^^9  ^^  ^^»  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^f  May,  1846,  did  not  *nor  would 
permit  or  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  to  complete  the  said  wiM'ks 
and  then  wholly  hindered  and  preyented  him  from  so  doing,  and  then 
wrongfully  discharged  the  plaintiff  from  any  further  performance  or 
completion  of  the  said  agreement, — ^whereby  the  plaintiff  had  lost  and 
been  deprived  of  the  profits  and  adv^tages  which  he  otherwise  might 
and  would  have  deriyed  and  acquired  from  the  completion  of  the  said 
works,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  non  assumpsit, — secondly,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  been,  nor  was  he  ready  or  willing  to  perform  and  com- 
plete the  said  work,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,—* 
thirdly,  that  the  defendant  wwdd  permit  and  suffer  the  plaintiff  to  pro- 
ceed to  complete  the  said  works,  and  did  not  hinder  or  prerent  him  from 
80  doing,  or  discharge  him  the  plaintiff  from  any  further  performanoe  or 
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npletion  of  the  said  agreement,  in  manner  and  form  as  In  the  declara- 
tion alleged.    Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  WildE|  C.  J.|  at  the  sittings  in  London,  after 
Michaelmas  term,  1846,  the  following  contract  was  put  in  for  the 
plaintiff: — 

"March  24th,  1845.    ' 

^^M^norandnm  of  agreement  made  this  day,  between  George  Groom 
and  Joseph  Hitchin,  both  of  Islington :  The  said  Joseph  Hitchin  agrees 
to  do  the  brick-work  of  the  several  houses  in  South  Street  and  South- 
ampton Street,  finding  all  labour  and  scaffolding,  at  1/.  18s.  per  rod, 
and  Is.  per  foot  extra  for  gauged  arches,  and  to  complete  the  work  in  a 
good  and  workmanlike  manner,  fully  equal  to  the  work  opposite,  and  as 
good  as  the  materials  will  allow  of. 

(Signed)  Geobqs  Gkook, 

Joseph  Hitchin." 

*At  the  tune  this  agreement  was  entered  into,  the  defendant  r-^t>^m 
had  some  ground  in  South  Street,  a  street  running  at  right  angles  ^ 
with  Sonthampton  Street,  upon  which  ground  he  had  built  some  houses, 
aad  proposed  building  others.  He  had  then  no  ground  in  Southampton 
Street ;  but  he  shortly  afterwards  took  a  piece  of  ground  ia  the  latter 
street,  upon  which  also  he  erected  several  houses. 

The  plaintiff  did  certain  work  at  the  houses  in  South  Street,— com- 
moicing  in  March,  1845,  and  continuing  until  July,  1845,  when  he 
eeased,  alleging  that  he  was  not  supplied  with  sufficient  materials ;  and, 
though  requested  a  few  days  afterwards  to  return  to  the  work,  he  refused 
to  do  so. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  contract  was 
misdescribed  in  the  declaration,  and  that  the  word  ^^and"  had  been 
inserted  in  the  agreement  by  mistake.  And  he  produced  a  receipt 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  for  work  done  to  houses  in  "South  Street, 
Southampton  Street." 

The  learned  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  word  "  and*' 
had  been  inserted  by  mistake  in  the  agreement,  or  whether  the  parties 
intended  the  contract  to  apply  to  the  houses  in  both  South  Street  and 
Southampton  Street. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  defendant  upon  all  the  issues, 

Bumfre^y  in  Hilary  term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  of  miscQrection. 

Pigott  now  showed  cause.  It  being  conceded  that  the  finding  upon 
the  second  and  third  issues,  cannot  be  impeached,  there  is  no  ground 
for  grantbg  a  new  trial.  The  direction  of  the  learned  judge  as  to  the 
first  issue  was  correct.  In  order  to  sustain  his  declaration,  the  plaintiff 
was  bound  to  prove  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  to  do  the  work  in 
qiiestion  at  houses  of  the  "^defendant  in  South  Street  and  South-  r«cjg 
ampton  Street;   and  it  was  perfectly  competent  to  the  de-  I- 

2B 
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fendant  to  adduce  evidence  to  shoif  that  the  word  ^^and"  was  a  mistake^ 
and  that  he  had,  in  truth,  no  houses  in  Southampton  Street  at  the  date 
of  the  memorandum.  [Cresswell,  J.  Suppose  the  contract  was  for  a 
sale  of  all  the  wool  in  a  certain  warehouse  at  Manchester, — could  the 
party  show  by  parol  evidence,  that  only  the  wool  on  one  floor  belonged  to 
liim  ?]  It  is  submitted  he  might  [Maule,  J.  Or,  if  the  contract  spoke 
of  wool  on  the  first  and  second  floors  oi  the  warehouse, — could  you,  by 
parol  evidence,  show  the  words  ^^and  second"  to  be  a  mistime ?J 
Clearly.  In  Hitchine  v.  Scott^  2  M.  &  W.  809,  by  an  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  a  house.  No.  38,  was  let  to  the  plaintiff: 
after  the  agreement  was  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
altered  (it  was  not  proved  by  whom,)  by  inserting  35  instead  of  88  on 
an  erasure :  the  house  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  under  the  agreement  was, 
in  fact.  No.  85 :  it  was  held,  that  the  altered  agreement  might  be  given 
in  evidence,  in  an  action  for  an  excessive  distress  (in  which  the  demise 
was  admitted  on  the  record),  to  show  the  terms  of  the  holding:  and 
Lord  Abingee  said:  ^^If  No.  85  was  the  house  intended,  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  88  was  a 
mistake."  [Maulb,  J.  That  is  a  mere  dietum.  If  "and"  was  really 
inserted  by  mistake  in  the  agreement,  is  it  not  a  case  for  relief  in 
equity  ?]  In  Roee  v.  SimeSj  1  B.  &  Ad.  521,  a  bill,  which  was  in  fact 
for  VU.  19«.,  and  was  so  described  in  the  declaration,  was  described,  in 
an  agreement  produced,  as  for  18Z.  19«. ;  and  Lord  Tenterden  held  it 
to  be  no  variance,  it  appearing  to  have  been  so  described  in  the  agreement 
by  mistake.  [Maule,  J.  Can  a  mistaken  insertion  of  one  word  for 
another  in  a  written  agreement,  be  left  to  the  jury?] 
^-^Q.  *In  Hitchins  v.  Scott ^  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  the 
-■  parties,  in  speaking  of  No.  85,  called  it  No.  88.  In  Booth  ▼• 
Cooke,  Freem.  264,  in  debt  upon  a  bond,  the  defendant  pleaded  the  sta- 
tute 12  Gar.  2,  of  usury,  and  said  that  ^^corrupte  agreatumfuit  that  he 
should  pay  more  than  6  per  oenf  .(a)  The  plaintiff  replies  quod  nan  cor- 
rupte  agreatumfuit:  and  held  a  good  replication ;  for,  if  by  the  mistake  of 
the  writer,  the  money  was  made  payable  without  any  corrupt  agreement, 
it  is  not  usurious  within  the  statute."  [Maule,  J.  So,  in  like  manner, 
you  might  show,  that,  although  the  proper  rate  of  interest  was  inserted, 
the  agreement  was  really  a  corrupt  agreement  for  more  than  legal 
interest.] 

Sumfrey  and  Partridge,  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  clearly  was  mis- 
direction to  put  to  the  jury  evidence  to  explain  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, the  agreement  itself  being  quite  unambiguous  on  the  face  of  it.  It 
is  only  where  terms  of  art,  or  foreign  terms,  are  used  in  a  written  con* 
tract,  that  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  explain  it :  in  all  other  cases, 
the  construction  of  the  instrument  is  for  the  court :  NeiUon  v.  ffarfordj 

(a)  That  being  the  maxunum  rate  of  interest  fixed  by  the  12  Car.  II.  clS.    And  see  1  M.  & 
E.  907  (a). 
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8  M.  &  W.  806.  [WiLDB,  C.  J.  If  I  had  been  aaked  to  oonstrae  the 
agreement,  I  should  hare  told  the  jury  that  they  might  take  it  as  an 
agreement  limited  to  the  houses  in  Sonth  Street.]  That  ifould  hare 
giTen  the  plaintiff  an  opportunity  to  tender  a  bUl  of  exceptions. 
[Maule,  J.,  referred  to  CampbeU  v.  BiekarcUj  5  B.  &  Ad.  840,  2  N.  & 
M.  512.]  The  plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  a  yerdict  on  the  first  issne. 
Every  allegation  in  the  declaration  is  substantially  made  out. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  Upon  more  deliberately  considering  •this  re-  j-^/^oa 
cord,  it  strikes  me  that  the  verdict  should  have  been  found  for  ^ 
the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue.  The  declaration  sets  out  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  in  its  precise  terms.  The  question  is,  what  is  the 
true  construction  of  that  agreement.  There  are  numerous  cases  to  shoir 
that  parol  evidence  may  be  received  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  what 
the  parties  to  an  agreement  meant ;  but  that  is  only  where  there  is  some 
ambiguity  on  the  face  of  it.  (a)  Here,  there  was  none.  It  appeared  that 
the  defendant  had  no  interest  in  any  land  in  Southampton  Street  at  the 
date  of  the  agreement.  It  was  plain,  therefore,  that  the  parties  had  in 
their  contemplation  the  doing  of  work  to  houses  in  South  Street  only ; 
and  that  the  agreement  was  intended  to  be  framed  with  reference  to 
them  alone.  The  construction  of  the  contract  being  for  the  judge,  it 
was  quite  unnecessary  to  leave  to  the  jury  any  question  of  intention. 
The  question,  therefore,  was  incorrectly  left ;  I  ought  to  have  put  my 
construction  upon  the  agreement  as  it  stood.  As  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  a  verdict  upon  non  assumpsit,  and  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
a  verdict  upon  the  other  issues,  which  offer  an  effectual  bar  to  the  action* 
it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  warranted  by  the  practice  of  the  court,  in 
moulding  the  rule  so  as  to  meet  the  justice  of  the  case.  I  therefore 
think,  upon  the  defendant's  consenting  that  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged,  without 
eoets. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  and  the  plaintiff  consenting, 

Bule  discharged. 

(a)  A  lateta  ambigaity,  i  e.  an  ambiguity  in  the  terms  of  the  instrument,  the  existence  of 
which  ambiguity  is  first  shown  by  extrinMie  evidence,  whether  written  or  Torbal,  may  be  ex- 
pbuned  by  extrinsic  evidence,  which  may  be  either  written  or  verbal ;  a  paieiU  ambiguity^an 
aohiguity  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself, — makes  it  wholly  void. 
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The  court  refused  to  grant  a  rule  nisi  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector,  upon  an  affidavit 
■eating  a  service  on  a  servant  of  the  tenant,  upon  the  premises,  on  the  8th  of  January,  and  an 
acknowledgment  stated  to  be  made  by  the  tenant  "  a  few  days  afterwards"  that  the  decla- 
ration, Slc,  had  reached  him. 

TowNSKKB  moved  for  judgment  against  the  casual  ejector.    The  decla- 
ration and  notice  were  served  upon  a  9ervant  of  the  tenant,  on  the  pre- 


BSa  £iBi6DQM  V.  Cox.  H.  T.  1848. 

1&1806  on  the  8^  imtant;  and  ihe  affidavit  stated  an  acknowledgment 
bj  the  tenant  ^^  a  few  days  afterwards/'  of  their  having  come  to  his  hands, 
but  not  saying  when.  [Maulb,  J.  I  doubt  whether  any  less  than  thne 
would  be  ^'  a  few''  days :  and  that  would  bring  it  to  the  first  day  of  term.] 
The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Archbold's  Fractice,(a)  upon  the  authority  of 
several  cases :  ^^  Where  service  has  been  effected  on  a  servant,  child,  &c., 
on  the  premises,  if  only  a  reasonable  probability  of  the  declaration  having 
come  to  the  tenant's  hands  before  the  first  day  of  term  is  made  out,  a 
rule  nisi  for  judgment  will  be  granted." 

4  Wilde,  C.  J.  Adopting  the  rule  there  stated,  this  case  clearly  does 
not  come  within  it.  The  affidavit  here  is  so  uncertam,  as  to  lead  me  to 
conclude  that  the  deponent  has  some  good  reason  for  leaving  the  matter 
in  that  state.  Rule  refused. 

(a)  8th  edit.,  hj  Chitty,  Vol.  II.  p.  924* 
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On  the  28th  of  November,  1844,  the  defendent  contrected  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with  150  loM 
of  csBt-iron  girdors,  according  to  drawings  to  be  provided  by  the  plaintiff's  arehiteet,— 40  tons 
to  be  delivered  on  or  before  the  3l8t  of  December,  1844 ;  50  tons,  on  or  before  the  88th  of 
January,  1845 ;  and  50  tons  on  or  before  the  Slst  of  March,  1845,— provided  the  drawings 
for  the  first  50  tons  were  deliTered  within  three  days,  and  the  drawings  for  the  remainder, 
within  three  weeks.  Some  plans  were  sent  to  the  defendant  on  the  5th  of  December,  ind, 
on  the  16th,  an  order  was  given  to  him  for  girders,  amounting  to  about  fourteen  tons.  On 
the  13th  of  March,-"efter  the  defendant  had  declined  to  perform  the  contract,  by  reason  of 
the  delay,— iiirther  plans  were  furnished,  and  a  further  order  given  for  girders,  amounting 
to  about  50  tons,  and  the  girders  ordered  on  the  16th  of  December  were  demanded. 
The  jury  found  that  the  drawings  were  not  delivered  within  a  reasonable  time : — 
SeUt  that  the  contract  was  entire ;  and  that,  as  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  furnish  drawings  for 
the  whole  150  tons,  within  a  reasonable  time,  he  oould  not  maintain  an  action  for  any  DOS* 
delivery  of  girders. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the 
28th  of  November,  1844,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would,  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  accept,  receive,  and  pay  for  the  goods  thereinafter 
mentioned,  upon  the  terms,  &c.,  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  the  defendant, 
hj  a  certain  memorandum  in  writing,  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  supply 
him  with  cast-iron  girders  of  the  various  sizes  to  be  shown  in  drawings 
to  be  provided  by  the  plaintiff's  architect,  and  to  deliver  the  same  perfect, 
at  a  price  therein  mentioned,  and  to  use  his,  the  defendant's,  best  endea- 
vours to  deliver  fifty  tons  of  the  said  girders,  on  or  before  the  Slst  of 
December,  1844,  fifty  tons  more  on  or  before  the  28th  of  January,  1845, 
and  fifty  tons  more,  on  or  before  the  Slst  of  March,  1845,  provided  the 
drawings  for  the  first  fifty  tons  were  sent  to  the  defendant  within  a  cer- 
tain time  then  agreed  upon  between  them,  to  wit,  within  three  days  after 
the  receipt  of  the  said  memorandum,  and  the  dratnngefar  the  remainder 
within  three  weeks  after  the  receipt  of  the  said  memorandum  ;  payment 
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to  be  made,  4;c.  *  Averment,  that,  although  the  plaintiff  had  p^^oo 
always  been  ready  and  willing  to  receive  and  pay  for  the  said  L 
cast-iron  girders,  and  although  the  plaintiff  did,  within  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  duly,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  said  agreement,  provide  and  deliver  to  the  defendant,  who  then 
received  the  same,  fifty  drawings  specifying  and  showing  the  numbers 
and  sizes  respectively  of  the  girders  which  the  plaintiff  then  required,  Ac. ; 
and  although  a  reasonable  time  had  since  elapsed,  yet  the  defendant  did 
not  nor  would,  within  such  reasonable  time,  or  at  any  time  before  or 
since,  supply  the  plaintiff  with  such  girders,  Ac,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  non  assumpsit, — secondly,  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  said 
agreement,  provide,  or  deliver  to  the  defendant,  drawings  specifying  or 
showing  the  numbers  and  sizes  respectively,  of  the  cast-iron  girders, 
which  he  the  plaintiff  required  of  and  from  the  defendant,  in  manner 
and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  &;c.     Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Crbsswell,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  West- 
minster, after  the  last  term.  It  was  proved,  that  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant had,  on  the  28th  of  November,  1844,  entered  into  a  contract,  as  set 
oat  in  the  declaration  ;  that,  on  the  5th  of  December,  some  plans  were 
sent  to  the  defendant ;  and  that,  on  the  16th,  the  plaintiff  gave  an  order 
for  thirty  girders — the  weight  of  which  would  be  about  fourteen  tons, — 
the  receipt  of  which  order  was  acknowledged  by  letter  on  the  19th,  as 
follows : — 

"19th  December,  1844. 

"Sir, — ^We  duly  received  yours  of  the  16th,  ordering  two  12  ft.  6  in 
girders  for  each  house,  making  in  all  thirty,  which  will  be  finished  on 
Saturday  night.    Be  good  enough  to  write  us  farther  instructions,  as  to 
*the  next,  on  the  receipt  of  this,  as  we  shall  be  standing  on  Mon-  r*524 
day,  as  the  pattern  has  to  be  altered,  we  prssume.    Tours,  &c.      '' 

(Signed)  "W.  Cox." 

Some  correspondence  took  place  between  the  parties  in  February, 
1845 ;  and  on  the  4th  of  March,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff, 
declining  to  proceed  further  under  the  contract.  On  the  18th,  the  plain- 
tiff's solicitors  sent  the  defendant  some  further  plans,  and  an  order  for 
more  girders  (about  fifty  tons  weight),  and  required  him  to  deliver  the 
thirty  girders  which  had  been  ordered  on  the  16th  of  December.  With 
this  request  the  defendant  declined  to  comply.  It  appeared  that  the 
price  of  iron  had  considerably  advanced  between  December,  1844,  and 
March,  1845. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  contract  was 
entire:  and  he  left  it  to  them  to  say  whe^h.-^r  the  delivery  of  the | plans 
on  the  18th  of  March,  was  a  delivery  wit>^>  a  reasonable  time. 

The  jury  found  that  it  was '  lOt,  and  accordingly  returned  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant. 

VOL.  v.— 42  2b2 
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ChanneUy  Serjt.,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trialj  on  Ae 
ground  of  misdirection.  As  far  as  the  order  of  the  16th  of  December 
was  concerned,  the  plans  and  drawings  were,  confessedly,  delivered  with- 
in a  reasonable  time.  It  was  dearly,  therefore,  misdirection,  to  leave 
the  question  of  reasonable  time  in  the  general  manner  in  which  it  was 
done.  A  distinction  should  have  been  made  as  to  the  two  orders.  There 
being  no  plea  of  performance,  the  contract  and  breach  are  admitted : 
and  the  plans  and  drawings  for  the  thirty  girders  having  been  delivered 
within  a  reasonable  time,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  the 
second  issue  as  to  them.  It  is  assumed,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
*5251  ^^^  ^^  delivery  of  all  the  plans  was  a  condition  precedent  to  ^ght 

-'  to  insist  upon  having  any  of  the  girders.  But  that  is  contrary 
to  the  express  decision  of  the  court,  when  the  case  was  before  it  on 
demurrer  to  another  plea.(a)  The  contract  divides  itself  into  three  parts: 
the  first  is  obligatory  on  the  defendant  to  supply  the  girders  according 
to  plans  and  drawings  to  be  furnished  by  the  plaintiff's  architect:  the 
second  shows  the  quantity  to  be  delivered,  and  fixes  the  time  of  delivery,— 
provided  the  plans  are  furnished  by  a  given  time :  and  the  third  fixes 
the  time  and  mode  of  payment.  [Matjle,  J.  What  authority  is  there 
for  such  a  division  of  the  contract  ?  The  defendant  contracts  to  deliver 
to  the  plaintiff  one  hundred  and  fifty  tons  of  girders  at  certain  tunes, 
provided  the  drawings  are  furnished  within  certain  specified  times :  has 
the  plaintiff  a  right  to  demand  any  inconsiderable  portion  of  the  goods 
he  pleases?]  He  was  entitled  to  demand  performance  from  time  to 
time. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  This  rule  is  moved  for  on  the  ground,  that,  admitting 
that  the  verdict, — which  found  that  the  delivery  of  the  plans  to  the 
defendant  on  the  18th  of  March,  1845,  was  not  a  delivery  within  a  rea- 
sonable time, — ^was  right,  still  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  by  reason  of  the  non-delivery  of  the  girders,  the  draw- 
ings for  which  had  been  delivered  in  December,  1844.  It  appears  to 
me,  however,  that  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the  thirty  girders 
ordered  in  December,  1844,  and  the  remainder  of  the  contract.  It  is 
perfectly  well  known  that  all  contracts  are  materially  affected,  as  to 
price,  T)y  the  time  of  delivery,  and  by  the  quantity.  The  question 
resolves  itself  into  this — ^was  this  one  entire  contract?  No  doubt  it  was. 
If  so,  is  the  one  party  at  liberty  to  call  on  the  other  for  a  part  exe- 
^_^-  cutiun;  and  that,  at  a  time  when  it  is  *obvious  that  he  is  not 

-■  entitled,  and  does  not  intend,  to  call  for  a  performance  of  the 
rest  of  the  contract  ?  The  plaintiff  furnished  some  plans,  and  ordered  a 
small  number  of  girders,  in  December,  1844 :  but  by  the  non-deliyery 
of  the  rest  of  the  plans  within  a  reasonable  time,  the  defendant  was  alto- 
gether discharged  from  performing  the  contract.  It  was  not  until  after 
the  defendant  was  so  discharged,  that  the  plaintiff  called  for  the  delivery 

(a)  See  Kingdom  y.  Cox,  2  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  661. 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  S2S 

of  the  girders  ordered  in  December,  1844.  He  clearly  was  not  then 
entitled  to  do  so.  If  a  man  contracts  to  buy  one  hundred  and  fifty 
quarters  of  wheat,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  call  for  the  delivery  of  a  small 
portion,  without  being  prepared  to  receive  the  entire  quantity.  Thus, 
in  Walker  v.  Dixorty  2  Stark-  N.  P.  C.  281,(a)  it  was  held  that  one  who 
has  agreed  for  one  hundred  sacks  of  flour,  cannot,  after  the  delivery  of 
part,  recover  for  that  part,  the  defendant  being  willing  to  receive  and 
pay  for  the  whole.  So,  in  Waddington  v.  Oliver^  2  N.  R.  61,  a  con- 
tract to  deliver  one  hundred  bags  of  hemp,  at  a  certain  price,  by  a  cer- 
tain time,  was  held  to  be  entire,  and  incapable  of  being  split ;  and  there- 
fore that  an  action  for  the  price,  commenced  after  a  part  delivery,  but 
before  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed,  could  not  be  maintained.  But, 
where  the  buyer  has  received  part  of  the  goods  contracted  for,  and 
declines  to  receive  the  rest,  he  is  liable,  after  the  expiration  of  the  stipor 
lated  time  of  delivery,  to  an  action  for  the  price  of  the  part  so  received: 
OxendaU  v.  Wetherell,  4  Mann.  &  B.  429,  9  B.  &  0.  886.  The  simple 
question  here,  is,  whether  this  was  an  entire  contract.  If  it  was, — as  I 
think  it  was, — the  second  issue  was  not  sustained  by  proof  of  the  deli*- 
very  of  the  drawings  for  a  small  portion  only  of  the  girders,  and  the 
claim  of  performance  as  to  that  *part.  I  therefore  think  the  p^cRA^ 
direction  of  the  learned  judge  was  quite  right,  and  that  there  is  ^ 
no  ground  for  disturbing  the  verdict. 

MAUiiB,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  proper  result,  both  as  to 
the  law  and  as  to  the  facts,  has  been  come  to  in  this  case.  The  contract 
is,  that  the  defendant  will  supply  the  plaintiff  with  cast-iron  girders  of 
the  various  sizes,  to  be  shown  in  drawings  to  be  provided  by  the  plaintiff's 
architect,  and  to  deliver  the  same  perfect,  at  a  price  therein  mentioned, 
and  will  use  his  best  endeavours  to  deliver  fifty  tons  of  the  said  girders 
on  or  before  the  81st  of  December,  1844,  fifty  tons  more  on  or  before 
the  28th  of  January,  1845,  and  fifty  tons  more  on  or  before  the  81st  of 
March,  1845 ;  and  the  proviso,  which  is  introduced  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  defendant  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract,  is,  that  the 
drawings  for  the  first  fifty  tons  shall  be  sent  to  the  defendant  within 
three  days  after  the  receipt  of  the  memorandum,  and  the  drawings  for 
the  remainder  within  three  weeks.  The  defendant  was  to  have  a  rea- 
sonable time  for  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  contract,  after  the 
receipt  of  the  drawings.  To  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  call 
for  a  small  portion  only  of  the  girders,  at  the  price  at  which  the  defend- 
ant contracted  to  supply  the  whole  quantity,  would  be  a  most  unreasons- 
able  construction  of  the  agreement.  The  contract  was  entire.  The 
direction,  therefore,  was  correct,  and  the  verdict  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence. 

y.  Williams,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  contract  being 
entire,  it  follows  that  the  averment  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff 
(a)  Bat  Um  court  of  K.  B.  Mt  the  nonmiit  aside,  4  HaaiL  k,  R.  430. 
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didy  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  making  of  the  agreement,  pro- 
vide and  deliver  to  the  defendant  proper  drawings,  means  that  he 
*52^']  *^^^^  ^^^^  drawings  as  would  enable  the  defendant  to  perform 
the  entire  contract 
Crbsswell  J.,  concurred.  Rule  refused. 

STEAD  V.  WILLIAMS  and  Others.    Jan.  18. 

After  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  in  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  all  the  plain- 
tiff's real  and  personal  estate  was,  by  an  order  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  court,  vested  in  the 
official  assignee : — The  court  refused  to  call  on  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for  008t8,^t  not 
being  shown  that  the  assignee  had  interfered  or  was  likely  to  interfere. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  try  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  two  several  alleged  inventions,  for  which  the  plaintiff 
had  obtained  letters-patent.  The  action  was  commenced  in  July,  1843. 
The  declaration  contained  two  counts;  to  each  of  which  the  defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  several  special  pleas  putting  in  issue  the  validity 
of  the  patents.  The  cause  was  tried  at  the  Liverpool  summer  assizes, 
in  1843,  when  the  second  count  was  withdrawn,  and  a  verdict  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  affirming  his  alleged  rights  under  the  patent  mentioned  in 
the  first  count.  The  court,  however,  in  Trinity  term,  1844,  (7  M.  k  Q. 
818)  set  aside  that  verdict,  and  directed  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  The  venue  was  afterwards  changed  to  Middlesex,  and  the 
plaintiff  intimated  his  intention  to  proceed  to  trial  upon  both  counts. 

On  the  9th  of  November  last,  the  plaintiff  was  taken  in  execution,  at 
the  suit  of  one  George  Anderson,  for  877/.,  and  wa«,  on  the  25th  of 
November,  committed  to  the  Queen's  prison,  where  he  still  remained. 
'  On  the  21st  of  December  last,  an  order  was  made  by  the  insolvent 
debtors'  court,  on  the  petition  of  Anderson,  whereby  all  the  real  and 
*5291  P^^B^'^^^  estate  and  effects  of  *the  plaintiff  were  vested  in  the 
provisional  assignee  of  that  court, — which  order  still  remained  in 
force. 

Upon  an  affidavit  of  the  above  facts,  and  also  stating,  that  the  carry* 
ing  the  cause  to  trial  would  involve  a  considerable  outlay  of  money  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants ;  that  some  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defend- 
ants, whose  evidence  would  be  material  and  necessary  for  them  at  the 
trial,  resided  in  distant  parts  of  the  country;  that  others  of  the  defend- 
ants' witnesses,  whose  evidence  would  be  abo  material  and  necessary  for 
them  at  the  trial,  consisted  of  scientific  persons,  whom  it  was  necessary 
to  instruct  some  days  before  the  trial,  in  order  that  they  might,  by  exa- 
mination of  specifications  of  patents,  and  other  documents,  and  by  other 
proceedings,  be  prepared  to  give  such  evidence ;  that  the  defendants  had 
a  good  defence  to  the  action  on  the  merits ;  and  that  security  for  costs 
had  been  demanded,  and  refused. 

CAannell,  Serjt.,  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  and  his 
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amgnee  to  sbow  cause  why  the  proceedings  should  not  be  stayed  until 
security  was  given  for  costs.  The  courts  have  repeatedly  interfered  to 
prevent  defendants  from  being  vexatiously  harassed  with  actions  by 
insolvent  or  bankrupt  plaintiffs.  Denton  v.  Williams,  8  Dowl.  P.  C. 
123,  is  in  some  respects  very  like  this  case.  There,  after  a  verdict  in 
iavour  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  made  absolute,  he 
became  bankrupt,  and  the  court  compelled  him  to  give  security  for  costs, 
although  there  was  no  affidavit  that  the  action  was  carried  on  for  the 
benefit  of  the  assignees :  and  Williams,  J.,  said :  ^'  The  only  question 
is,  as  to  whether  the  assignees  are  the  parties  who  are  actually  proceed- 
ing with  the  cause.  Primd  fcuAe,  it  would  appear  probable  that  they 
ore  proceeding  with  it ;  for,  where  else  could  the  '''funds  come  r^tr qa 
from  ?  In  the  case  of  Beekham  v.  Knight,  N.  0.  474,  5  Scott,  ^ 
336,  6  DowL  P.  C.  227,  I  observe  that  Tindal,  0.  J.,  relies  on  the 
drcumstance  that  it  was  expressly  denied, — ^not  that  it  was  not  stated 
sffirmatively — that  the  assignees  would  interfere  with  the  action ;  and, 
but  for  tliat  circumstance,  the  court  would  have  compelled  the  plaintiff 
to  give  security  for  costs.''  A  distinction  may  exist  between  actions  of 
contract  and  actions  of  tort :  but  this,  though  in  form  an  action  of  tort, 
is  really  an  action  brought  to  establish  a  right.  [Wilbe,  G.  J.  I  have 
always  understood  the  rule  to  be  thb,  that  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
or  insolvent  are  required  to  give  security  for  costs,  where  they  are  going 
on  with  the  action  in  the  bankrupt's  name,  but  that  the  court  will  not 
interfere,  if  the  bankrupt  is  continuing  it  for  his  own  benefit.  You  have 
not  applied  to  the  assignee,  to  ascertain  if  the  proceeding  is  sanctioned 
by  him.]  The  case  which  the  lord  chief  justice  has  in  his  mind,  probably 
is,  Wray  v.  Brown,  6  N.  C.  271,  8  Scott,  557,  where  the  court  refused 
to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs,  upon  an  affidavit  that 
he  had  been  bankrupt,  and  thrice  discharged  under  the  insolvent  debtors 
set,  and  that  he  was  suing  as  trustee  for  a  third  person,  who  alone  was 
beneficially  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action :  Tindal,  C. 
J.,  observing — '^  It  seems  to  me,  that,  as  each  of  the  grounds  here  urged 
for  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  give  security  for  costs,  taken  separately,  is 
insufficient,  so,  taken  together,  they  do  not  help  each  other.  That  the 
action  is  brought  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  as  trustee  for  a  third 
perfion,  is,  according  to  the  authority  of  Morgan  v.  JEvans,  7  J.  B. 
Moore,  344,  no  ground  for  compelling  security :  and  Snow  v.  Totvnsend, 
6  Taunt.  123, 1  Marsh.  477,  shows  that  insolvency  is  no  ground  p^^q^ 
for  such  a  *motion.(a)  The  true  principle  that  governs  these  cases,  ^ 

(a)  Unlew  the  inaolvency  (or  bankruptcy)  take  place  after  the  oommencement  of  the  action, 
or  the  action  ia  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  aastgnees :  Wthb  v.  Ward^  7  T.  R.  296  ;  Maton 
r.  Polhm,  1  C.  &  M.  620,  3  Tyrwh.  595,  2  Dowl.  P.  G.  61.  In  Doe  d.  Cotnaghi  v.  Blkk,  5 
8oott,  714,  the  court  refoaed  to  compel  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  to 
give  aecnrity  for  coats,  on  the  grotind  that  he  was  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  U  appearing 
that  the  aasigiwea  had  declined  to  proceed  with  the  action,  and  it  being  sworn  that  it  was  car- 
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is  that  laid  down  by  Lord  Ebnton  in  WM  v.  Ward,  7  T.  R.  296.  'It 
cannot/  he  says, '  be  laid  down  as  a  general  role,  that  an  uncertificated 
bankrupt  must,  in  all  cases,  give  security  for  costs  where  an  action  is 
brought  by  him;  that  would  be  going  much  too  far:  each  case  most 
depend  on  its  own  circumstances.  But  it  is  fair  to  say,  that,  if  the 
action  be  really  brought  for  the  benefit  of  the  assignees,  they  should  be 
responsible  for  the  costs.' "  [Maulb,  J.  Poverty  is  no  ground  for 
preventing  a  plaintiff  from  prosecuting  his  rights.  But  poverty  of 
a  third  person  whose  name  he  uses,  is  a  very  substantial  ground  for 
calling  upon  him  to  give  security.]  If  the  validity  of  the  patents  be 
established,  the  assignee  will  take  the  benefit  of  them.  In  Setrford  v. 
Knight^  2  B.  &  C.  579,  4  D.  &  R.  81,  security  for  costs  was  required  of 
a  plaintiff  who  had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act  after  issue 
joined,  but  before  notice  of  trial  given:  the  court  observing — "We 
think  this  is  a  case  in  which  security  ought  to  be  given.  The  plaintiff 
having  executed  an  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee,  of  all  his 
estate  and  effects,  he  no  longer  has  a  right  personally  to  interfere  in 
recovering  this  debt ;  and,  being  insolvent,  if  he  should  fail  in  the  action, 
the  defendant  would  have  no  remedy  for  his  costs.  We  think  that  the 
^rQSi^^  pl&ii^tiff 's  assignee,  and,  if  *none  has  been  chosen,  some  of  his 
^  -I  creditors,  should  give  security  for  costs  before  the  action  ought  to 
proceed."  [Maule,  J.  The  subject-matter  of  the  action  there,  was  a 
debt.  You  have  to  make  out,  not  only  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  man  of 
straw,  but  also  that  the  action  is  proceeding  for  the  benefit  of  third 
persons.]  In  the  case  of  Parker  v.  Warner,  Wiohtman,  J.,  recently  at 
chambers  made  an  order  for  security  for  costs  in  an  action  of  this  sort, 
under  very  similar  circumstances. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  No  doubt  the  assignee  is  interested  in  the  patents 
being  established.  But  I  think  the  circumstances  disclosed  tend  to 
repel  the  presumption  that  he  has  any  duty  to  adopt  the  proceedings. 
The  trial,  as  is  suggested,  will  be  very  expensive ;  no  damages  that  the 
assignee  could  recover,  would  compensate  him  for  the  outlay.  We  are, 
therefore,  well  warranted  in  presuming  that  he  will  not  adopt  them. 
To  entitle  them  to  a  rule,  the  defendants  should  be  prepared  to  show 
that  the  assignee  has  done  something  to  evince  an  intention  to  identify 
himself  with  the  action. 

Maule,  J.  If  a  rule  were  granted,  and  it  appeared,  on  showing  cause, 
that  the  assignee  had  never  interfered,  the  rule  must  necessarily  be 
discharged.  That  result  is  so  highly  probable^  that  I  do  not  think  a 
rule  should  be  granted. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 

ried  on  solely  for  ihe  bankrupfa  benefit.    Tiitdal,  C.  J.,  there  aeid :    "  There  if  no  return 
why  justice  riioold  be  denied  to  an  uncertificated  bankrupt." 
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•COX  aad  Another  v.  GLUE.     THE  SAME  v.  SAINT. 


THE  SAME  V.  MOUSLEY.    Jan.  18. 


[•583 


A.  m  nised  in  fee  of  a  close,  upon  which  the  burgesses  of  B.  have  a  right,  during  a  certain 

portion  of  the  year,  to  depasture  their  cattle,  and  have,  during  that  period,  exclusive  posses- 

sbn  of  the  close. 
A.  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  a  party  who,  during  that  period,  commits  a  tres- 

paaa  in  the  aubabil  by  digging  holes,  but  not  against  one  who,  during  that  period,  merely 

lidea  over  the  close. 

Trespass,  quare  dausum /regit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  (a) 
stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the  10th  of  October,  1845,  and  on  divers 
other  days,  &c.,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  broke  and  entered  certain  soil 
of  the  plaintiffs,  the  said  soil  being  the  soil  of  and  belonging  to  a  certain 
close  called  The  Siddals,  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  Peter,  in  the  county 
of  Derby,  and  with  feet  in  walking,  and  with  divers  horses,  mares,  and 
geldings,  and  also  with  the  wheels  of  divers  carriages,  carts,  and  wagons, 
then  subverted,  trampled  upon,  tore  up,  damaged,  and  spoiled  the  soil 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  then  made  divers,  to  wit,  one  hundred,  holes  in 
the  said  soil  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  then  forced  divers,  to  wit,  one  hun- 
dred posts,  one  hundred  tent-pegs,  and  one  hundred  stakes,  into  the  said 
soil  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  there,  in  the  said  soil  of  the  plaintiffs,  then 
fixed  the  same  posts,  pegs,  and  stakes,  and  then  put,  placed,  and  erected 
divers,  to  wit,  ten  wooden  erections,  ten  tents,  ten  stalls,  ten  booths,  and 
ten  tables,  upon,  and  afBxed  the  same  to,  the  said  soil  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  kept  and  continued  the  said  posts,  tent-pegs,  stakes,  erections,  tents, 
stalls,  booths,,  and  tables,  so  there  respectively  forced,  fixed,  put,  placed, 
or  erected,  and  aflUxed  as  aforesaid,  without  the  leave  or  license,  and 
against  the  will  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  for  the 
space  of  six  hours  then  next  following  the  said  time  of  the  fixing,  forc- 
ing, putting,  •placing,  erecting,  and  affixing  of  the  same  respect-  r-^f-c^ 
ively  as  aforesaid,  and  thereby  and  therewith,  during  all  the  time  ^ 
aforesaid,  greatly  incumbered  the  said  soil  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  hindered 
and  prevented  the  plaintiffs  from  enjoying  the  same. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  on  the  23d  of  October, 
1845,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  broke  and  entered  a  certain  close  of  the 
plaintiffs, — the  same  being  the  said  close  called  The  Siddals, — situated 
and  being  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  and  subverted  the  earth  and  soil  of 
the  said  close,  and  made  holes,  and  forced,  &c.,  posts,  &c.,  and  affixed 
booths,  &c.,  to  the  said  close,  &c.,  &c. 

Pleas, — first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  said 
soil  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  close,  &c.,  was  not  the  soil  of  the  plain- 
tiffs,— thirdly,  to  the  first  count,  that  the  said  soil  of  the  said  close  in 
which,  &c.,  was  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bur- 
of  the  borough  of  Derby,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  their  ser- 

(a)  The  pleadings  were  the  same  in  all  the  actions. 
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▼anty  broke  and  entered,  ke., — fourthly,  to  the  second  oount,  that  the 
eaid  close  in  which,  &c.,  was  not  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs, — fifthly,  to 
the  second  count,  that  the  said  soil  of  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  was 
the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Derby,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  their  servant,  broke  and 
entered,  &c., — sixthly,  leave  and  license. 

The  plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  first,  second,  and  fourth  pleas,  tra- 
versed the  allegation  of  soil  and  freehold  in  the  third  and  fifth,  and 
replied  de  it^urtdj  to  the  sixth. 

The  causes  came  on  for  trial  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  summer 
assizes  at  Derby,  in  1846. 

In  Cox  V.  Glue,  the  facts  were  as  follows : — The  loctu  in  quoj — a  close 
called  The  Siddals, — ^was  a  large  piece  of  land  within,  and  parcel  of,  the 
manor  of  Derby,  on  which  the  county  races  had,  for  some  years,  been 
^_.-  run.  The  ^plaintiffs,  and  those  under  whom  they  claimed,  had 
-J  for  a  very  long  period,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  fee,  been  in 
the  habit  of  taking  the  fore-crop,  and  of  having  the  exclusive  possession 
of  The  Siddals  from  the  14th  of  February  till  the  6th  of  July  in  each 
year ;  the  burgesses  and  freemen  of  the  borough  of  Derby  having  the 
exclusive  possession  during  the  remainder  of  the  year,  for  the  purpose 
of  turning  in  their  horses,  cows,  sheep,  and  clklves.  During  the  period 
of  the  plaintiffs'  exclusive  possession,  they  had  their  own  gates  to  the 
close,  which  were  always  kept  locked,  removing  them  on  the  6th  of  July, 
when  they  were  replaced  by  gates  belonging  to  the  corporation  of  Derby. 
The  trespass  complained  of,  was,  the  erection  of  a  booth  by  the  defend- 
ant Glue,  at  the  races,  in  August,  1845,  the  posts  of  which  were  inserted 
some  depth  into  the  soil. 

An  attempt  was  made,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  to  prove  that  the 
corporation  were  entitled  to  the  fee,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  only 
entitled  to  take  the  fore-crop :  and  it  was  insisted,  that,  at  all  events, 
the  plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  trespass,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not  in 
possession  of  the  chse  at  the  time  the  act  complained  of  was  done. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  soil  and  freehold  were  clearly 
in  the  plaintiffs ;  and  he  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  burgesses 
had  exclusive  possession  from  the  6th  of  July,  to  the  14th  of  February. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  damages  40«. ;  accom- 
panying it  with  a  note  in  writmg,  as  follows : — "  The  parties  in  occupa- 
tion respectively,  viz.  the  Coxes,  from  the  14th  of  February  to  the  6th 
of  July,  and  the  burgesses  for  the  remainder  of  the  year,  have  the  power 
of  bringing  their  action  of  trespass ;  but,  if  any  damage  is  done  to  the 
freehold,  we  consider  the  plaintiffs  have  sufficient  possession  to  bring 
♦5361  *^®^^  action  •at  any  time."  And  leave  was  reserved  to  move  to 
-^  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  second  issue. 

In  Cox  V.  Saintj  a  similar  verdict  was  taken,  by  consent,  and  the  like 
leave  given  to  move. 
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In  Ooz  y.  Mousletfy  the  eyidence  was,  that  the  defendant  rode  on 
horseback  to  the  races,  and  on  the  coarse,  and  that  he  addressed  a  letter 
to  the  editor  of  the  Derby  Reporter  and  Chronicle^  in  which  paper  it  was 
pablished,  containing  the  following  paragraph: — ^^  I  am  not  in  the  habit 
of  attending  races ;  bat  I  shall  attend  the  next  apon  The  Siddals;  and, 
if  Messrs.  Cox  are  disposed  to  try  their  right  in  sach  a  manner  as  wiU 
bring  the  question  they  haye  raised  fairly  to  an  issae,  I  irill  giye  them 
an  opportunity  of  selecting  me  as  the  defendant,  for  the  porpose." 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  insisted,  that,  by  writing  this 
letter,  coupled  with  his  afterwards  riding  on  the  coarse,  the  defendant 
made  himself  a  trespasser,  by  aiding  and  encouraging  the  erecting  of 
the  booths. 

The  learned  judge  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  yerdict 
on  the  plea  of  not'guilty  as  to  the  first  count,  and  on  the  second  plea  to 
the  second  count.  And  the  yerdict  was  so  entered;  leaye  being  reseryed 
to  the  plaintiff  to  moye  to  enter  a  yerdict  for  40«. 

Clarke^  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  1846,  obtained  rules  nisi  in  Cox 
V.  Glue  and  Cox  y.  Saint,  to  enter  yerdicts  for  the  respectiye  defendants, 
pursuant  to  the  leaye  reseryed ;  and 

Whitehurst  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  yerdict  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  cade  of  Cox  y.  Moueley. 

Whitehurst  and  Sumfrey  showed  cause  against  the  rules  in  Cox  y. 
(Hue  and  Cox  y.  Saint.  The  eyidence  clearly  showed  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  owners  of  the  fee  •of  The  Siddals.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  r^co-r 
question  is,  whether  they  had  sufBcient  possession  at  the  time  of  ^ 
the  alleged  trespass,  to  entitle  them  to  maintain  an  action.  In  Go.  Litt. 
4  b,  it  is  said :  ^^  If  a  man  hath  twenty  acres  of  land,  and  by  deed 
granteth  to  another  and  his  heirs  vesturam  terrsBj  and  maketh  liyer^^  of 
seisin  secundum  fomiam  chartse^  the  land  itself  shall  not  pass,  because 
he  hath  a  particular  right  in  the  land :  for,  thereby  he  shall  not  haye 
the  houses,  timber  trees,  mines,  and  other  real  things,  parcel  of  the  in- 
hevitance ;  but  he  shall  haye  the  vesture  of  the  land,  that  is,  the  corn, 
grass,  underwood,  swepage,  and  the  like,  ar^  he  shall  have  an  action  of 
trespass  quare  clausum  f regit.  The  same  law,  if  a  man  grant  herbagium 
terrse;  he  hath  a  like  particular  right  in  the  land,  and  shall  haye  an 
action  quare  clausum  f regit :  but  by  grant  thereof  and  liyery  made,  the 
soil  shall  not  pass,  as  is  aforesaid.''(a)]  It  is  not  denied  that  he  who 
lets  land,  eyen  for  a  day,  parts  with  the  possession  of  it,  and  is  disabled 
from  maintaining  trespass  in  respect  of  it,  so  long  as  it  remains  out  of 
him.  Here,  howeyer,  the  only  interest  the  burgesses  had  was  a  profit  d 
prender;  a  right  for  a  certain  period  of  the  year  to  take  the  herbage  by 
the  mouths  of  their  cattle.  The  plaintiffs  alone  could  maintain  trespass 
for  the  disturbance  of  the  subsoil.  In  PiU  y.  Chickj  Hutton,  45,  Winch, 
Bep.  S.  C.,(i)  Matthew  Pitt  brought  repleyin  against  Ohick.  The  defend- 

(a)  1  Tho.  Co.  Liu.  199.  (6)  Nom.  Sir  George  Spark^'n  CMe. 

>0L.  v.— 48  2F 
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ant  avowed  ^^for  that  the  place  contained  five  acres,  which  lie  between 
the  lands  of  Sir  George  Speck,  and  that  the  said  Sir  George  Speck  and 
all  his  ancestors,  de  temps  dont^  &c.,  have  nsed  to  have  herbage  and 
pasture  of  the  said  five  acres,  viz.<,  if  they  were  sown,  then  after  the 
reaping  until  resowing ;  and,  if  they  were  not  sown,  then  for  the  whole 
year ;  and  conveyed  title  to  the  said  herbage,  by  lease  in  writing  to  him, 
^-Qo-i  *nd  avowed  darruzge  ^feasant:  and  it  was  urged,  that  he  which 
-I  had  all  the  profit  for  a  time,  and  the  sole  profit,  had  the  freehold ; 
and  that  is  not  a  thing  which  lies  in  prescription,  semble  at  common^  or 
to  pasture  for  a  certain  number  of  years :  and  it  was  said  that  a  grant 
de  veetura  terrw,  or  de  herhagio  terrse^  for  one  and  twenty  years,  is  a 
good  lease.  But  it  was  adjudged  that  it  is  a  good  avowry ;  and  he  had 
only  a  profit  d  prender;  and  that  he  might  have  an  assise,  or  justify  for 
damage  feasant:  and  he  which  hath  the  fore-<;rop  hath  the  freehold:  15 
E.  2,  Fitz.  Prescription,  51  (a) ;  and  the  very  case  in  temps  E.  1,  Fits. 

(a)  That  case  is  thos  reported  in  Maynard'a  EMw.  11.  p.  472.  *'  Matthew  Bellow  made  his 
plaint,  that  Luke  Morel  wrongfully  took  his  cattle.  Schardeburgh,  Luke  avows  the  taking,  &c., 
by  reason  that  he  found  the  cattle,  &c.,  in  his  several  meadow,  eating  the  grass  and  iraropiing, 
and  so  he  took  them  for  damages,  &,c.  Ingham,  We  tell  you  that  this  same  Matthew  holds 
(a  meadow)  in  the  town  of  B.,  in  which  meadow  was  a  house  and  carve  of  land ;  and  we  tell 
yon  that  this  same  Matthew  and  his  ancestors,  and  all  the  tenants  of  the  same  land,  have  had 
and  nsed,  since  time  of  memory,  and  before,  as  appendant  to  the  same  freehold,  to  depasture 
their  cattle  in  this  same  meadow  severalty  from  year  to  year,  from  the  time  that  the  hay  is  cut 
until  the  feast  of  the  Purification  of  Our  Lady ;  and  we  tell  you  that  the  hay  was  cut  andraiaed 
before  the  feast  of  St.  Margaret  (20th  of  July) :  wherefore  we  pray  judgment,  if  he  for  damage 
feasant  in  that  place,  can  make  avowry.  Fattolf.  Where  a  man  claims  several  pasture  in  the 
lands  of  another,  inasmuch  as  this  is  against  common  law,  it  is  necessary  that  he  maintain  it 
by  one  of  two  ways,  either  by  reason  of  seigniory  or  by  specialty ;  and,  as  yon  claim  this  profit 
by  reason  of  appendancy,  because  you  allege  a  use,  &c.,  and  do  not  show  specialty,  dtc,  we 
pray  judgment,  &rC.  Schardeburgh.  That  which  you  claim  is  a  gross,  and  you  claim  it  as  op- 
pendant,  whereas  by  law  one  gross  cannot  be  appendant  to  another  gross ;  wherefore  we  pray 
judgment :  and  besides,  if  he  was  out,  and  was  to  demand,  &c.,  he  should  not  come  to  it  with- 
out specialty  to  prove  his  right  to  that  which  he  claims ;  wherefore,  dtc.  /.  Devom.  You  have 
yourself  acknowledged  that  he  is  in  possession,  upon  which  possession  he  has  made  himself  a 
title  of  right,  inasmuch  as  he  has  said  that  he  and  his  ancestors,  &c. ;  wherefore  he  has  said 
enough  to  show  that  you  ought  not  to  maintain  this  avowry  against  him.  Berringtom.  Can 
you  say  anything  else  ?  Scharddmrgh.  Sir,  if  you  see  this  his  answer  is  sufficient  to  oust  us 
of  this  avowry,  we  could  say  enough.  Berrington.  Say,  then.  Schardeburgh.  Sir,  we  W>ld 
these  tenements  for  the  term  of  our  life,  of  the  lease  of  one  T,,  &c.,  without  whom,  &c.,  and 
we  pray  aid,  &c.  Caunt,  Aid  you  ought  not  to  have,  for  as  yet  you  have  pleaded  nothing  fto 
show)  that  you  cannot  yourself  be  party;  wherefore,  until  you  have  pleaded  to  issue,  da  by 
averment,  you  shall  not  have  aid.  Schardeburgh.  We  have  avowed  in  our  several,  for  da- 
mages,  dws.,  whereas  you  claim  this  place  to  be  your  several,  which  falls  in  charge  of  our  free- 
hold, to  which  we  cannot  be  party,  &c.  BerringKm,  You  are  not  here  as  bailiff;  on  the 
contrary,  you  have  avowed  (as)  of  your  own  wrong ;  wherefore,  if  you  have  done  wrong,  you 
ought  to  answer  of  that  wrong.  Sduirddmrgh.  Then  we  tell  yon,  that,  whereas  this  same 
Matthew  holds  a  messuage  and  a  carve  of  land  in  the  town,  &c.,  Luke  holds  a  messuage  and 
two  acres  of  land;  and  we  say,  that,  between  (the  ancestors  of)  Luke  and  Matthew  and  the 
tenants  of  the  aforesaid  tenements,  an  accord  was  made  {it  prist)  that  the  ancestors  of 
Luke  should  have  a  road  to  carry  and  recarry  the  hay  with  horse  and  cart  over  forty  acres  of 
woodland  and  marsh  which  belonged  (furent)  to  the  ancestors  of  Luke,  from  the  meadow 
aforesaid  unto  the  house  of  the  ancestor  of  the  said  Luke ;  and  for  which  easement  the  ances- 
tor of  this  same  Luke  granted  to  the  ancestors  of  Matthew,  &c.,  to  depasture  in  the  meadow 
in  nveralty  from  the  time  that  the  hay  was  mown  and  carried  (levie),  until  the  Purification ;  and. 
^cause  he  has  foreclosed  us  of  such  road,  we  have  ousted  him  of  this  feeding,  &c. ;  and  so  we 
ioll  you  that  lie  has  used  to  depasture  for  this  cause,  and  not  as  appendant,  as  he  has  said ; 
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^Prescription,  55(a):  and  this  sole  feeding  might  have  commence-  r^t-oc^ 
ment  by  grant,  and  therefore  a  good  *pre8cription/*  That  is  a  L^j^/^ 
mach  stronger  case  than  the  present.  The  authorities  upon  this  ■- 
^abject  are  collected  in  1  Wms.  Sannd.  852,  n.  (2),  where  it  is  said : — 
"  It  has  long  since  been  settled,  that  a  man  may  prescribe  to  have  the 
sole  and  several  pasture,  vesture,  or  herbage,  far  a  limited  time  in  every 
year,  in  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  (b)  But  it  was  for  some  time 
a  question  whether  a  prescription  for  a  sole  and  several  pasture,  &c.,  in 
exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  for  the  whole  year,  was  good.  In 
North  v.  Coe,  Yaughan,  251,  1  Lev.  258,  the  court  of  Common  Pleas 
was  equally  divided  upon  it ;  but,  in  the  principal  case  {Potter  \.  North)y 
the  court  of  King's  Bench  inclined  to  think  the  prescription  might  be 
supported ;  and  in  ffoskins  v.  Bobins,  2  Saund.  324,  2  Lev.  2,  PoUex- 
fen,  13,  1  Mod.  74,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  prescription  was  good;  for, 
it  does  not  exclude  the  lord  from  aU  the  profits  of  the  land ;  as  he  would 
be  entitled  to  the  mines,  trees,  and  quarries :  and  the  law  has  been  so 
oonsidcred  ever  since,  {e)  So,  a  tenant  may  prescribe  to  have  all  the 
thoTM  growing  upon  such  a  place,  in  exclusion  of  the  owner  of  the  soil : 
Doufglass  v.  Kendal,  Cro.  Jac.  256.  But  a  man  cannot  prescribe  to 
have  eommanj  eo  nomiTie,  for  the  wJiole  year,  in  exclusion  of  the  lord ; 
for,  this  is  held  to  be  repugnant  to  the  nature  of  the  thing,  (d)  How- 
ever, it  is  said  that  the  lord  may,  *by  custom,  be  restrained  to  a  r«;^^ 
qualified  right  of  common  during  e^part  of  the  year.  As,  where  ^ 
die  custom  was,  that  the  lord  had  the  place  solely  to  himself  until  Lam- 
mas Day,  and  from  that  time  it  was  common  to  the  tenants  of  the 
manor,  and  the  lord  himself  should  only  put  in  three  horses,  &c. ;  this 
custom  was  held  good ;  and,  by  the  better  opinion,  a  commoner  may  dis- 
train the  lord's  supernumerary  cattle:  Kenrick  Y.Pargiter,  Yelv.  129, 
1  Brownl.  187,  Cro.  Jac.  208,  S.  C,  cited  Cro.  Jac.  257.  So,  it  is  said, 
the  lord  may  be  restrained,  together  with  the  commoners,  from  using  the 
common  at  all  during  a  part  of  the  year.    As,  where  the  custom  was, 

nady,  See,  Count  tendered  to  aver  that  he  and  hia  ancestora  have  had  and.n^ed,  Slc.  ;  aince 
time  of  memory,  &c.,  without  traveraiDg  the  oauae,  See. ;  and  he  ooold  not  he  received  to  it. 
And  afierwarda  he  aaid  that  Matthew  and  hia  anceatorai  dec,  aa  appendant,  dec,  and  not  for 
aoch  cauae  ;  ready,  dec,  el  alii  e  contra.  Sehardeburgh.  He  cannot  be  party  to  this  averment 
without  T.,  and  we  pray  aid,  dec ;  H  auxilium  habuit.** 

(a)  That  caae  waa  thia :  "  Note,  that  a  man  ahall  have  land,  and  may  plough  and  aow  it,  and 
cut  and  carry  away  the  corn,  and  then,  after  the  com  ia  aown  and  carried  away,  another  ahall 
have  it  aa  hiaaeveral,  and  the  other  (the  former)  cannot  meddle  in  the  land  but  to  plough  it 
and  aow  it  and  to  take  the  com ;  and  hia  beaata  cannot  eat  in  the  land  when  he  cornea  to  aow 
it,  or  to  plough  it,  or  to  carry,  but  he  ahall  have  no  other  profit  except  the  com  only,  and  still 
the  fi-eehold  was  in  him.  And  thia  was  found  by  verdict ;  and  it  waa  found  that  hia  beaata  fed 
in  the  land ;  wherefore  the  defendant  took  them  damage  feasant,  and  he  (the  plaintiff)  brought 
replevin.  And  all  thia  matter  waa  pleaded,  and  found  by  verdict.  Wherefore  it  waa  awarded 
that  the  defendant  should  have  return ;  and  the  plaintiff  in  mercy." 

(6)  Fiiz,  Prcacription,  51,  Co.  Lilt.  122  a,  2  Roll.  Abr.  267  (L),  pi.  6,  (17  Vin.  Abr.  269,  pi. 
6) ;  Sir  George  Sparke's  case,  Winch,  Rep.  6,  S.  C.  (nom.  Pitt  v.  Chick),  Hutt.  45. 

(c)  See  Jonee  v.  BiAard,  5  Ad.  d&  E.  530,  6  N.  dL  M.  866. 

(d)  Co.  Litt.  122  a.  1  Roll.  Abr.  396  (A),  pi.  2  (4  Vin.  Abr.  577,  pi.  2) ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  26r 
pi.  3(17  Vhu  Abr.  269,  pi.  ^;  Potter  v.  North,  I  Lev.  268,  1  Vent.  395. 
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that  the  common  should  lie  fallow  and  luxrried  every  second  year  until 
Lady  Day,  after  the  com  is  cut  and  carried  away,  the  custom  was  held 
good,  and  that  a  commoner  may  distrain  the  lord's  cattle  which  are 
found  in  the  common  against  the  custoau.  (a)  And,  lastly,  it  is  said  to 
have  been  held  clearly,  that  the  commoners  may  prescribe  to  have  com- 
mon in  exclusion  of  the  lord^  for  a  part  of  the  year."(i)  piAULB,  J. 
If  the  sense  of  the  finding,  here,  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  excluded  from 
the  feeding  only  between  the  6th  of  July  and  the  14th  of  February,  that 
is  not  the  sense  in  which  I  have  understood  it.  M.  D.  Hill.  If  the 
burgesses  had  only  a  profit  d  prender,  the  defendants  are  out  of  court.] 
That  they  had  no  more  than  9,  profit  d  prender^  is  clear  from  The  King 
v.  Churchill,  4  B.  A;  C.  750,  6  D.  &  R.  636.  The  burgesses  of  Netting- 
ham,  and  the  occupiers  of  antient  messuages  there,  had,  as  such,  for  a 
certain  portion  of  the  year,  a  right  to  turn  cattle  into  certain  fields,  and 
to  exclude,  during  that  period,  the  owner  of  the  soil :  and,  upon  a  ques- 
^       -  tion  whether  they  •were  rateable  to  the  poor  in  respect  of  this 

J  right,  HoLROYD,  J.,  says:  "A  profit  d  prender  in  the  soil  of 
another,  cannot  be  claimed  by  custom,  except  in  the  case  of  a  copyhold 
or  tenant-right,  where  it  is  claimed  in  the  soil  of  the  lord.  In  other 
cases,  it  can  only  be  claimed  by  grant  or  prescription.  Now,  the  bur- 
gesses in  this  case  cannot  take  as  a  corporation^and  cannot  prescribe 
for  the  right  in  themselves,  according  to  the  case  of  MeUor  v.  Spateman^ 
1  Saund.  339.  Supposing,  therefore,  that  there  was  a  possession  in  law 
of  those  fields,  so  that  trespass  might  have  been  maintained  either  by 
the  corporation  or  the  burgesses,  I  think  it  must  have  been  by  the  cor- 
poration/* (c)  [Maulb,  J.  There  was  no  pretence  for  saying,  in  that 
case,  that  the  burgesses  had  power  to  exclude  any  one  from  coming  upon 
the  land.  The  burgesses  being  under  no  liability  to  repair  in  the  event 
of  a  flood  washing  away  any  portion  of  the  soil  of  the  close,  might  not 
the  owners  of  the  fee  enter  for  that  purpose?  And,  if  so,  clearly  the 
defendants  had  not  the  possession,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  plaintiffs,  for 
all  purposes.] 

M.  D.  ffillj  Clarke,  Serjt.,  and  Waddington,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
The  purport  of  the  two  counts,  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  claim  to  be  pos- 
sessed of  the  close  called  The  Siddals :  for  this  purpose,  ther^  is  no  dis- 
tinction between  the  close  and  the  soil  of  the  close.  The  jury'having, 
therefore,  found  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  possessed  of  the  close  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  the  verdict  cannot  be  sustained.  It  is  con- 
^f^Mfy^  ceded,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  that  the  defendants  did  no 

^  '^'trespass  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  long  as  they  confined  themselves  to 

(a)  TnOock  ▼.  White,  1  Roll.  Abr.  405,  406,  (5  Vin.  Abr.  34,  pi.  6.) 
(6)  2  Roll.  Abr.  267  (L).  Wheattland  ▼.  Payne  (17  Vin.  Abr.  268.  pi.  1). 
{e)  In  Com.  Dig.  Comnum  (H),  it  is  said,  that  a  commoner  cannot  maintain  trespass  fia 
'  damage  to  the  soil  or  grass  ;  for,  he  has  no  interest  but  to  take  the  pasture  by  the  months  of  his 

cattle  ;  citing  T.  12  H.  8,  fo.  2,  pi.  2  (Sir  Simon  de  Haramrt  y.  Spieer,  which  case  is  conti. 

naed,  T.  13  H.  8,  fo.  15,  pi.  1),  and  2  Roll.  552,  1,  7,  where  22  Ass.  fo.  95,  pi.  48  {The/ 

•f  St,  Mary,  York,  v.  Hugh  de  Ailom)  is  cited. 
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the  Burface.  The  defendant,  having  answered  the  gist  of  the  action, 
if  the  plaintiffs  intended  to  go  for  something  more  than  simply  break- 
ing and  entering  their  close,  they  should  have  new-assigned.  The 
ground  of  the  decision  in  The  King  v.  Churchill^  was,  that  the  bur- 
gesses had  no  right  to  the  soil,  but  had  only  an  incorporeal  heredita- 
ment, a  right  of  common  by  prescription.  In  The  Kir^g  v.  The  Mayor, 
^<?.,  of  Sudbury,  1  B.  &  C.  389,  where  a  corporation,  consisting  of  a 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  twenty-four  capital  burgesses,  was  seised  in  fee 
of  certain  pasture  lands,  and  appointed  a  ranger  to  keep  the  keys  of  the 
gates,  clean  the  ditches,  preserve  the  fences,  and  impound  cattle  tres- 
passing thereon,  and,  at  a  court  hdden  annually,  made  regulations  con- 
cerning their  pastures,  and  the  number  of  cattle  each  burgess  was  to 
turn  on,  and  the  sum  to  be  paid  in  respect  thereof, — which  money,  after 
deducting  the  expenses  of  management  of  the  land,  was  distributed 
among  the  burgesses  who  did  not  turn  on ; — ^it  was  held  that  the  cor- 
poration was  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  poor,  in  respect  of  the  pastures,  as 
the  beneficial  occupier.  In  Burt  v.  Moore,  5  T.  B.  829,  A.,  by  inden- 
ture, demised  to  B.  a  messuage  and  the  milk  of  twenty-two  cows,  to  be 
provided  by  A.,  and  to  be  fed  at  A.'s  expense  on  closes  belonging  to  A. ; 
B.  to  be  allowed  to  turn  out  a  mare ;  and  no  cattle  to  be  fed  there, 
except  the  cows,  a  bull  and  the  mare :  and  it  was  held  that  the  herbage 
and  feeding  passed  to  B.,  and  that  B.  might  distrain  other  cattle  of  A. 
doing  damage  in  the  close.  Lord  Ksnyon  said :  ^'  This  demise  of  the 
dairy  is  a  demise  of  the  sole  and  exclusive  use  of  all  the  grass  that  should 
grow  on  the  closes  particularly  enumerated  in  the  lease,  to  be  taken,  it 
is  true,  by  the  mouths  of  the  plaintiff's  cattle ;  but  those  cattle  were  also 
demised  to  *the  defendant.  If,  instead  of  the  plaintiff' %  cattle,  p^^c^. 
the  defendant  had  rented  the  dairy  from  some  other  person,  the  ^ 
tola  et  9eparali8  pastura  would,  undoubtedly,  have  passed  by  such  a 
demise  as  the  present,  notwithstanding  it  could  only  have  been  enjoyed 
in  a  particular  manner.  Otherwise,  if  a  stranger  were  to  turn  his  cattle 
on  the  land,  what  remedy  would  the  person  renting  the  dairy  have,  if  he 
could  not  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  against  such  stranger  ?  I  am 
perfectly  satisfied,  that,  although  the  defendant  was  restrained  by  the 
agreement  to  the  particular  mode  of  occupation,  he  is  to  be  considered 
as  the  occupier  of  the  land ;  and,  being  entitled  to  the  sole  uee  of  the 
landj  is  also  entitled  to  maintain  tre^ass,  or  to  justify  distraining  the 
plaintiff's  cattle  damage  feasant  there."  Trespass  vi  et  armis  will  lie 
wherever  there  is  an  exclusive  right :  Wilson  v.  Maekreth,  3  Burr.  1824. 
Lord  Mansvisld  there  says:  ^^The  plaintiff's  right  is  in  the  several 
piece  of  ground  butted  and  bounded ;  a  separate  right  of  property,  to 
take  the  profit  of  the  turf,  and  to  dig  it  for  that  purpose.  The  plaintiff 
has  this  right  exclusively  of  all  others,  and  the  defendant  has  disturbed 
him  in  it.  Therefore  trespass  lies ;  though  he  has  not  the  absolute  right  to 
the  soil."  WiLMOT,  J.,  said :  ^<  If  this  was  only  a  right  of  common  of  tur- 
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bary,  trespass  quare  elausum  f regit  woiild  not  lie.  But  this  is  an  exdume 
right  to  dig  turf.  It  appears  from  1  Inst.  c.  l,(a)  under  the  word  Mand/ 
that  it  is  not  necessary  he  should  have  the  whole  property  of  the  land." 
Yatbs,  J.,  sud:  '^Wherever  there  is  an  exehmve  right,  trespass  lies. 
And  this  is  clearly  an  ezclusiye  right.  I  do  not  see  that  this  right 
differs  from  a  right  to  a  sole  and  separate  pasture  for  a  term;  and, 
in  that  case,  during  that  timey  trespass  lies."  And  Astok,  J., 
^tTAfrt  ^mentioned  the  case  otHoe  y.  Taylor j  Sir  F.  Moore,  855,  where 

^  the  second  error  assigned  was,  ^^  that  trespass  did  not  lie  quart 
clawum  fregity  because  the  soQ  was  not  granted:"  but  all  the  court  held, 
''  that  it  did  lie ;  although  they  granted  that  the  soQ  did  not  pass ;  for,  he 
who  has  herbagiumj  poBturamj  Jtc,  shall  have  trespass  vi  et  arrm" 
[Grbsswbll,  J.,  referred  to  Weldon  v.  Bridgewaterj  Sir  F.  Moore, 
302 ;  (b)  where  it  was  said  tiiat  he  who  has  paHuram  terrXf  shall 
have  trespass  quare  elaueum  fregit.']  In  Leune  v.  Branihwaite,  2  B. 
k  Ad.  487,  it  was  held,  that,  in  copyhold  lands,  although  the  property 
in  mines  be  in  the  lord,  the  possession  of  them  is  in  the  tenant :  the 
latter,  therefore,  may  maintain  trespass  against  the  owner  of  an  adjoining 
colliery,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  subsoil,  although  no  trespass  be 
committed  on  the  surface.  Lord  Tbntbmden  there  says :  ^'  It  is  well 
established  that  property  may  be  in  one  person,  and  poseesston  in  another. 
Although,  therefore,  the  property  in  a  mine  be  in  the  lord,  it  does  not 
follow  that  possession  of  it  may  not  be  in  the  copyholder.  The  property 
in  trees  is  in  the  lord,  yet  the  possession  of  them  is  in  the  tenant;  and 
the  latter  may  maintain  trespass  even  against  the  lord,  for  cutting  down 
trees.  Unless,  therefore,  there  be  a  distinction  between  trees  on  the 
surface  of  the  soil,  and  minerals  below,  the  authorities  cited  as  to  trees, 
are  in  point.  No  decision  or  dietum  has  been  cited,  which  warrants  any 
such  distinction.(0)  The  general  rule  being,  that  he  who  has  the  surface 
has  the  subsoil,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  eopgholder  hoe  posaeeeion  of  the 
McisotZ,  though  he  mag  have  no  property  in  it.  The  authorities  cited  to 
show  that  a  lessee  at  will  may  take  a  release  of  the  inheritance,  whereby 
his  estate  is  enlarged,  or  a  confirmation  for  his  life,  upon  which  a  re- 
^^^_  mainder  may  be  ^dependent,  are  in  favour  of  this  opinion.    As, 

•J  then,  the  possession  of  a  mine  is  in  the  copyholder,  and  not  in  the 
lord,  the  former  may  maintain  trespass  for  an  entry  upon  it."  And  in 
Jammers  v.  Bixon^  7  East,  200,  which  was  an  action  of  trespass,  for  break- 
ing and  entering  the  plaintiff's  eloae,  and  removing  the  earth,  &c..  Lord 
Ellbnbobouqh  said :  ^^  The  word  '  close'  imports,  in  the  abstract,  the 
interest  in  the  soil ;  and,  if  the  defendant  only  make  out  that  he  has  a 
partial  interest  in  the  land,  such  as  the  right  prim»  Umeurm^  the  issue 
must  be  found  against  him.  And  the  evidence  shows,  that,  from  all  time, 
the  defendant's  benefit  has  been  confined  to  the  taking  the  fore-crop,  and 

(a)  Co.  Lift.  4  a,  4  b.  (t)  S.  C.  more  at  large,  Cro.  EUs.  4S1. 

if)  In  trt€»  he  hai  an  urferet f  in  reapeet  of  fruit  and  ahade. 
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ikU  every  other  benefit  of  the  land  has  been  enjoyed  by  those  from 
whom  the  plaintifT  claims.  We  must,  then,  construe  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  however  derived  from  ancient  grants,  consistently  with  the 
possession :  and  there  will  then  exist  a  copyhold  interest  in  the  prima 
tofMura,  for  the  defendant,  and  every  other  freehold  interest  in  the 
land,  for  the  plaintiff."  These  authorities  clearly  show,  that  the  only 
parties  who  could  maintain  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  The 
Siddals,  at  the  time  the  trespasses  in  question  were  committed,  were 
those  who  had  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  surface. 

Our.  adv.  vult 
M.  D.  HiU  and  Waddington  now  showed  cause  against  the  rule  in 
Coz  V.  MousUy,  The  distinction  that  arose  in  the  former  cases,  between 
the  surface  and  the  subsoil,  docs  not  arise  here.  Whatever  may  be  the 
fate  of  the  former  rules,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
maintain  trespass  against  one  who  merely  rides  over  the  close  at  a  time 
when  they  have  no  right  to  the  possession :  2  Roll.  Abr.  tit.  Tre^pa^B 


(S).  (a)     The  heir  cannot  have  ^trespass  against  an  abator,  until 
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actual  entry.  In  Crosby  v.  Wadsworthj  6  East,  602,  it  was  held 
that  one  who  has  contracted  with  the  owner  of  a  close  for  the  purchase 
of  a  growing  crop  of  grass  there,  for  the  purpose  of  being  mown  and 
made  into  hay  by  the  vendee,  has  such  an  exclusive  possession  of  the 
close,  although  for  a  limited  purpose,  that  he  may  maintain  trespass 
juare  dausum  fregit  against  any  person  entering  the  close  and  taking 
^he  grass,  even  with  the  assent  of  the  owner.  So,  here,  the  jury  having 
found  that  the  corporation  of  Derby  had  the  sole  and  exclusive  right  to 
the  possession  of  the  close,  they  alone  could  maintain  trespass,  and  no 
other  person  could  have  a  concurrent  right. 

Whiuhurst  and  Fowler ^  in  support  of  the  rule.  When  he  ruled  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  not  the  possession,  the  learned  judge  evidently  had  in 
his  mind  the  herbage  only.  The  right  of  the  burgesses  was  not  a  right 
of  prima  veHura,  or  prima  tonsuray  but  a  mere  right  to  take  the  grass 
by  the  mouths  of  their  cattle  of  a  particular  description.  [Grbsswell, 
J.  We  must  take  it  that  the  jury  have  properly  found  that  the  plain- 
tiffrj  bad  no  right  to  go  upon  The  Siddals  between  the  6th  of  July  and 
the  14th  of  February.  Upon  this  rule,  you  cannot  be  allowed  to  impeach 
that  finding.]  That  is  conceded.  [Cresswell,  J.  The  proposition  you 
have  to  establish,  is,  that  a  man,  who  would  himself  be  a  trespasser  if  he 
went  on  the  land,  may  yet  maintain  trespass  against  another  for  going 
there.]  Being  owners  of  the  fee,  any  trespass  committed  at  any  time 
upon  the  close,  is  an  invasion  of  the  plaintiffs'  right.  [Maule,  J.  *You 
might  as  well  contend  that  a  man  who  owns  a  stratum  of  coal  a  thousand 
fathoms  deep,  can  bring  trespass  against  another  for  walking  over  the 
surface  of  the  land.  That  •is  this  case,  differing  only  in  degree.]  r#e4o 
There  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiffs'  maintaining  trespass,  ^ 
(a)  Tranalated,  17  Vin.  Abr. 
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if  the  btirgcfiscs  have  only  a  profit  d  ^render.    [Maulb,  J.    It  ib  not 
open  to  you  upon  the  rule,  to  contend  for  that.] 

WiLDB,  G.  J.  With  regard  to  the  cases  of  Ooz  y.  Olue  and  Cox  r. 
Sainty — ^in  which  it  was  found,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses 
of  the  borough  of  Derby  were,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespasses,  en- 
titled to  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  surface  of  the  loom  m  qw>y  but 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  subsoil,  and  in  which  rules  have 
been  obtained  to  enter  verdicts  for  the  respective  defendants,  in  pursu- 
ance of  leave  reserved  at  the  trial, — ^it  seems  to  me  that  the  ruling  of 
the  learned  judge  was  perfectly  correct.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the 
possession  of  the  surface  may  be  in  one  person,  and  the  possession  of 
and  the  right  to  the  subsoil,  in  another.  Such  rights  may  be  derived 
by  grant ;  or  may  be  inferred  from  a  long  and  uniform  course  of  enjoy- 
ment, which  will  be  supposed  to  correspond  with  the  interest  created  br 
some  grant.  It  is  found  in  the  present  case  that  the  burgesses  had  a 
right,  during  a  certain  portion  of  the  year,  to  take  the  herbage  by  the 
mouths  of  their  sheep  and  cattle :  and  it  is  not  found  that  they  ever  had 
any  more  extensive  right.  In  order  to  give  them  that  limited  right,  it 
was  not  necessary  that  the  owner  of  the  soil  should  part  with  more  than 
the  mere  right  of  possession  during  the  time  of  the  exercise  of  such  right 
of  pasturage.  If,  then,  it  is  competent  to  the  owner  of  the  soil  to  grant 
such  a  limited  interest,  and  to  retain  all  his  rights  in  the  subsoil,  what 
are  the  proper  materials  whence  we  are  to  infer  what  the  grant  was,  but 
the  course  of  enjoyment  ?  Here,  all  that  the  burgesses  and  freemen 
were  shown  ever  to  have  enjoyed,  was,  the  pasturage  from  the  6th  of 
July  to  the  14th  of  February :  and  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  to 
•5491  *'^^^  *^  *^^  conclusion  that  the  owner  of  the  soil  ever  parted  with 
more  than  was  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  that  limited  right. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  different  strata  of  the  soil  may  be  the  subjects 
of  separate  and  distinct  rights.  A  difficulty  might  have  arisen  as  to  the 
depth  to  which  the  right  of  the  burgesses  extended :  but  that  is  excluded 
by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  which  must  be  assumed  to  mean  that  the  holes 
made  in  the  close  were  dug  to  such  a  depth  as  to  interfere  with  the  sub- 
soil, which  the  owners  of  the  fee  had  not  parted  with.  What,  then,  is 
there  to  prevent  the  latter  from  maintaining  an  action  for  that  trespass? 
In  the  case  of  mines,  no  question  could  arise.  If  the  owner  of  the  fee 
retains  the  right  to  the  mines  and  minerals,  and  has  also  the  possession, 
he  may  maintain  an  action  for  any  invasion  of  his  rights.  Here,  the 
plaintiffs  have  the  fee ;  and  they  retain  the  possession  of  the  subsoil. 
They  never  granted  anything  more  than  the  herbage ;  leaving  all  their 
other  rights  just  as  complete  and  full  as  if  they  had  granted  nothing. 
It  therefore  seems  to  me  that  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  saying  that 
the  exclusive  possession  of  the  surface  by  the  burgesses,  was  consistent 
with  the  right  and  possession  of  the  subsoil  in  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that, 
taking  the  finding  of  the  jury  to  mean  that  the  burgesses  had  the 
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ezclasire  possession  of  the  surface  at  the  time  the  alleged  trespasses 
were  committed,  and  that  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  subsoil  was  then 
m  the  plaintiffs,  the  verdict  was  properly  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  trespass  done  to  the  subsoil.  The  rules  in  these  two  actions,  there- 
fore, ought,  I  think,  to  be  discharged. 

The  case  of  Cox  v.  Ifmsley  is  much  more  free  from  diflSculty.  Tres- 
pass is  a  remedy  given  for  an  interference  with  the  possession.  It  by  no 
means  follows,  as  has  been  supposed  in  the  argument,  that  if  that 
possession  has  been  dealt  with  in  such  a  way  as  to  *interf ere  with  p^rrA 
the  soil,  independently  of  the  possession  of  the  surface,  trespass  is  ^ 
maintainable.  But  the  law,  as  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case,  is  certain- 
ly free  from  doubt.  To  make  trespass  maintainable,  the  plaintiff  must 
not  only  have  a  right  to  the  possession,  but  must  have  the  actual  posses- 
sion. Here,  it  is  found  that  the  right  of  possession  and  the  actual  posses- 
sion were  both  out  of  the  plaintiffs  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the 
alleged  trespass,  by  the  defendant .  Mousley,  which  consisted  merely  in 
riding  over  the  close.  There  was  no  evidence  of  any  injury  beyond  the 
surface.  The  verdict  was,  therefore,  properly  entered  for  the  defendant. 
And  this  rule  also  must,  consequently,  be  discharged. 

Maulb,  J.     I  also  am  of  opinion  that  these  rules  must  be  discharged. 
The  first  count  of  the  declaration  is  somewhat  peculiar :  it  charges  that 
the  defendant,  with  force  and  arms,  &c.,  broke  and  entered  certain  tail 
of  the  plaintiffs,  the  said  soil  being  the  soil  of  and  belonging  to  a  certain 
close  called  The  Siddals,  and  subverted,  &c.,  the  soil  of  the  plaintifis, 
and  made  divers  holes  therein,  &c.     The  second  is  a  count,  in  the  ordi- 
nary form,  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiffs'  close.     In  the  first 
two  cases, — Cox  v.  Glue,  and  Cox  v.  Sainty — ^there  was  evidence  given 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  reasonably  establishing  a  seisin  in  fee  in 
the  plaintiffs.     But  there  was  also  evidence  that  the  burgesses  of  the 
borough  of  Derby  were  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  surface  during  a 
certain  portion  of  the  year.     The  conclusion  to  which  the  jury  came  was, 
that  the  plaintifis  were  seised  in  fee  of  the  subsoil  at  all  events ;  and 
that j  from  the  6th  of  July  until  the  14th  of  February  in  the  following 
year,  the  burgesses  were  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  surface,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  plaintiffs — ^negativing  any  special  right  they  might  have. 
Possibly  the  jury  may  have  come  to  that  conclusion  upon  ^insufficient  r^t  ce-i 
evidence :  but  their  finding  is  not  found  fault  with ;  the  rule  was  '' 
moved,  and  granted,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  only, — ^the  learned 
judge  having  held,  that,  considering  the  nature  of  the  trespass  complained 
of,  that  finding  amounted  to  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  first  issue. 
The  learned  judge,  in  effect,  decided  that,  if  a  man  is  possessed  of  a  close, 
and  another  digs  holes  therein,  although  a  third  person  has  for  the  time 
the  exclusive  possession  of  the  surface,  the  former  is  entitled  to  a  verdict 
upon  a  count  framed  like  the  first  count  in  this  case.    It  appears  to  me 
that  the  view  taken  by  the  learned  judge,  was  perfectly  oorrect.    The 
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term  ''close"  might  include  the  sarface  aa  weU  as  the subsoiL    Bat,  in 
torty  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  although  he  proyes  part 
only  of  what  he  charges  in  his  declaration.    So,  where  the  plaintiff  alleges 
I  that  he  is  possessed  of  a  "close," — that  is,  the  surface,  or  the  subsoil,— 

I  if  ho  proves  his  possession  of  either,  he  sustains  his  declaration.    K  the 

!  burgesses  had  had  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  close,  it  is  clear  the 

plaintiffs  could  not  have  maintained  trespass.  There  may,  no  doubt,  be 
easements,  the  obstruction  of  which  would  not  enable  the  party  to  main- 
tain trespass.  But  the  finding  of  the  jury  in  this  case,  excludes  all  diffi- 
culty as  to  that. 

The  case  of  Coz  v.  Mousley  seems  to  me  to  be  a  very  clear  one.  The 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiffs  can  maintain  trespass  against  the 
defendant  simply  for  riding  over  the  close,  the  exclusive  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  surface  of  which  was  in  third  persons.  To  raise  the 
question  at  all,  it  was  necessary  somewhat  to  distort  the  finding  of  the 
jury.  The  terms  of  the  finding,  however,  are  quite  clear  and  unam- 
biguous. To  preclude  all  doubt,  the  jury  say  that  the  burgesses  had 
the  exclusive  possession  of  the  surface  at  the  time  the  alleged  trespass 
was  committed.  The  action  clearly  was  not  maintainable.  The  plain- 
♦SS'^I  *^^  ^^^  *^®  burgesses  of  Derby  are,  *so  far  as  regards  the  sur- 
face of  The  Siddals,  in  the  situation  of  the  parties  in  the  case  put 
in  Co.  Litt.(a),  as  explained  in  Preston  on  EstateBy(J>) — ^in  the  enjoyment 
of  the  surface  during  alternate  half-years.  No  doubt,  upon  the  evidence, 
the  plaintiffs  were,  at  all  times,  entitled  to  the  fee-simple  of  the  subsoil. 
Cresswell,  J.  The  substantial  question  in  Coz  v.  Qlue  and  Cox  v. 
Saintj  is,  whether  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding,  that  the  right  and 
possession  of  the  subsoil  in  The  Siddals,  was  in  the  plaintifis.  It  is  true 
the  jury  were,  in  a  manner,  led  by  the  judge  to  that  conclusion :  but 
there  was  abundant  evidence  to  warrant  it.  The  finding  is,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  in  possession  of  the  subsoil,  but  not  of  the  surface,  the 
exclusive  possession  of  that,  being,  at  the  time,  in  the  burgesses  of 
Derby.  And  I  think  the  pleadings  were  sufiScient  to  entitle  the  plain- 
tiffs to  maintain  the  action  for  the  trespass  committed  with  respect  to 
the  subsoil. 

As  to  the  case  of  Coz  v.  MouBley^  there  seems  to  me  to  be  no  difficulty 
whatever;  the  jury  having  expressly  found  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
in  possession  of  the  ^surface  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass.  The 
case  cited  from  Siderfin,  undoubtedly  goes  to  show  that  one  who  has  a 
right  to  enter  land  for  one  purpose,  cannot  justify  entering  it  for  another 
purpose.  That,  however,  is  blinking  the  question, — which  is,  whether 
the  plaintiffs  were  possessed  or  not,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  in  this  case,  as  well  as  in  the  others,  should 
l«  discharged. 
V.  Williams,  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    As  to  Coz  v.  Glvt  and 

(a)  4  a.  {h)  See  Prest.  Est.  112,  113 ;  1  Tho.  Co.  Litt.  506  (X). 
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Ooz  T.  Sainty  I  think  the  finding  of  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  be  equivalent 
to  a  finding  in  the  burgesses  of  a  right  of  prima  vesturay  or  prima  ton8ura : 
•and,  if  so,  the  question  is,  isrhether,  if  a  stranger  digs  holes  in  r^cco 
the  soil,  during  the  time  for  the  exercise  of  the  limited  and  sub-  '- 
ordinate  right,  the  general  owner  of  the  soil  may  not  maintain  trespass. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  he  may ;  nothing  having  passed  out  of  him  but  so 
much  of  the  surface  as  to  enable  the  parties  having  the  limited  right,  to 
exercise  that  right.  The  passage  cited  from  Go.  Litt.  4  b,  proves 
that  I  also  think  there  is  nothing  in  the  objection  to  the  form  of  the 
pleadings. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  Oox  v.  Mousletfy  it  is  unnecessary  to  say 
what  would  have  been  the  result,  if,  instead  of  finding  a  right  to  prima 
testuray  or  prima  tonsuray  in  the  corporation  of  Derby,  the  jury  had 
found  merely  an  exclusive  right  of  pasturage.  I  think  the  plaintifis 
clearly  cannot  maintain  trespass  against  the  defendant  for  merely  riding 
over  the  close,  at  a  time  when  the  possession  of  the  surface  was  out  of 
them.  Rules  discharged. 

TUNNICLIPFE  v.  TEDD.    Jan.  25. 

A  fMTty  having  been  summoned  before  two  justices,  under  the  9  G.  4,  c.  31,  s.  27,  for  an 
aasaalt,  and  having  appeared  and  pleaded  not  guilty,  the  complainant  declined  to  proceed, 
stating  that  he  meant  to  bring  an  action.  The  justices  thereupon  dismissed  the  complaint, 
and  gave  the  defendant  a  certificate  as  follows : — 

"  We  deemed  the  offence  not  proved,  inasmuch  as  the  complainant  did  not  ofler  any  evidence  in 
support  of  the  information ;  and  have  accordingly  dismissed  the  said  complaint  :"^- 

Edd^  that  what  passed  before  the  j  ustices  constituted  a ' '  hearing'  *  within  the  meaning  of  the  27th 
section ;  and  that  the  certificate  was  a  complete  bar  to  an  action  for  the  same  assault,  under 
S.28. 

Tbbspasb,  for  an  assault  and  battery. 

Plea,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  several  alleged  trespasses  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  were  committed  after  the  passing  and  com- 
mencement of  a  certain  act  of  parliament,  made  and  passed  in  the  ninth 
year  of  the  •reign  of  His  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  (■♦cc^ 
intituled,  ^^  An  act  for  consolidating  and  amending  the  statutes  "- 
m  England  relative  to  offences  against  the  peace ;"  that  the  said  alleged 
trespasses  amounted  to  no  more  than  a  common  assault  and  battery 
within  the  meaning  of  that  act ;  that  after  the  commission  of  such  trespass, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  upon  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  before  then  made  by 
him  of  the  said  trespass,  according  to  the  said  statute,  the  defendant  was 
brought  before  A.  B.  and  G.  D.,  Esquires,  then  being  justices  of  our 
lady  the  Queen,  in  and  for  the  city  of  Coventry,  in  the  county  of  War- 
wick, &c.,  to  hear  and  determine  misdemeanours  therein  committed ;  that 
thereupon  the  said  justices,  so  being  such  justices,  did  then  dismiss  the 
said  complaint,  upon  the  hearing  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the  said 
alleged  trespasses  were  not  proved;  that  thereupon  they  the  said  justices, 
so  bemg  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  did  then,  according  to  the  said  statute, 
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forthwith  make  out  a  certificate,  under  their  hands,  stating  the  fact  and  the 
said  ground  of  such  dismissal,  and  did  then  deliver  the  said  certificate  to 
the  defendant, — as  by  the  certificate  of  the  said  A.  B.  and  G.  D.,  und^ 
their  hands,  and  now  shown  to  the  court  here,  more  fully  and  at  large 
appears, — ^which  said  dismissal  still  remains  in  full  force  and  efifect; 
whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute,  the  defendant  then  became, 
and  still  was,  released  from  the  said  action. 

Replication,  that  the  said  justices  did  not  dismiss  the  said  complaint, 
upon  the  hearing  thereof,  on  the  ground  that  the  said  alleged  trespasses 
were  not  proved,  modo  etfarmdy  &c. 

Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Patteson,  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Warwick,  in  1846. 

The  assault  charged  in  the  declaration  having  been  proved,  witnesses 
^efitrt  ^^^  called  on  the  part  of  the  ^defendant,  who  stated  the  foUow- 
^  J  ing  facts:— On  the  23d  of  March,  1846  (the  assault  having  been 
conunitted  on  the  21st),  the  plaintiff*  obtained  a  summons  from  the 
magistrates,  against  the  defendant,  for  the  assault.  On  the  30th,  the 
parties  attended,  when  the  case  was  called  on ;  and,  the  information 
having  been  read  by  the  clerk  to  the  magistrates,  the  defendant  was 
called  upon  to  plead,  and  pleaded  ^'  not  guilty."  The  plaintifi*  declined 
to  call  witnesses,  observing  that  he  should  go  no  further  with  the 
information,  but  would  bring  an  action  against  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  said  he  had  brought  his  witnesses,  and  wished  to  go  into  the 
case :  and  he  applied  for  and  obtained  a  certificate  under  the  9  G.  4,  c. 
^^  ^  81,  s.  27,(a)  which  was  accordingly  given  to  him,  •under  the 
->  hands  of  the  mayor  and  another  magistrate,  in  the  following 
words : — '^  We  deemed  the  offence  not  proved,  inasmuch  as  the  said 
complainant  did  not  offer  any  evidence  in  support  of  the  information; 
and  have  accordingly  dismissed  the  said  complaint." 

(a)  Which  enacts,  '*  that,  where  any  person  shall  unlawfully  assault  or  beat  any  other  person, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  two  justices  of  the  peace,  upon  complaint  of  the  party  aggrieved,  to  bear 
and  determine  suchoflence,  and  the  offender,  upon  conviction  thereof  before  them,  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  such  fine  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  be  meet,  not  exceeding,  together  with  costs  (if 
ordered),  the  sum  o(5l.,  &c. ;  and,  if  such  fine  as  shall  be  awarded  by  the  said  justices,  together 
with  the  costs  (if  ordered),  shall  not  be  paid,  either  immediately  after  the  conviction,  or  within 
such  period  as  the  said  justices  shall  at  the  time  of  the  conviction  appoint,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
them  to  commit  the  offender  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  there  to  be  imprtsoned 
for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  calendar  months,  unless  such  fine  and  costs  be  sooner  paid ; 
but,  if  the  justices,  upon  the  bearing  of  any  such  case  of  assault  and  battery,  shall  deem  the 
tfenee  not  to  be  proved,  or  shall  find  the  assault  or  battery  to  have  been  justified,  or  so  trijlingat 
mot  to  merit  any  punishment,  and  shall  accordingly  dismiss  the  complaint,  they  shall  forthwith 
make  out  a  certificate  under  their  hands,  stating  the  fact  of  such  dismissal,  and  shall  deliver 
rach  certificate  to  the  party  against  whom  the  complaint  was  preferred." 

The  28th  section  enacts,  "  that,  if  any  person  against  whom  any  such  complaint  shall  have 
been  preferred  for  any  common  assault  or  battery,  shall  have  obtained  such  certificate  as  afore- 
said or,  having  been  convicted,  shall  have  paid  the  whole  amount  adjudged  to  be  paid  under 
ioeh  conviction,  or  shall  have  suffered  the  imprisonment  awarded  for  non-payment  thereof;  in 
ewry  such  case  he  shall  be  released  from  all  further  or  other  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for 
the  same  cause." 
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On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  submitted  that  that  which  passed 
before  the  magistrates  did  not  amonnt  to  a  ^^  hearing,"  so  as  to  warrant 
the  granting  of  a  certificate  under  the  statute. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted  that  the  tertificate  was  final  and 
conclusiye,  and  a  bar  to  any  subsequent  proceeding  for  the  same  assault. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff;  reserving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the  second  issue, — 
the  plaintiff  being  at  liberty  to  object  to  the  plea  by  way  of  motion  for 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto^  and  the  court,  if  necessary,  to  draw 
such  conclusion  of  fact  as  the  jury  might  have  done.  A  verdict  was 
thereupon  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  202. 

WhUehursty  in  Michaelmas  term,  1846,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule 
nisi.  He  submitted  that  the  issue  raised  by  the  replication  was  an 
immaterial  one ;  for,  that  it  admitted  the  hearing,  and  merely  traversed 
the  ground  of  the  dismissal  of  the  complaint. 

Sumfrey  now  showed  cause.  The  question  is,  whether  that  which 
took  place  before  the  magistrates  on  the  80th  of  March,  was  such  a 
hearing  and  determination  of  the  complaint  as  to  make  the  certificate  a 
bar  to  any  future  action ;  or  whether  the  act  does  not  contemplate  a 
hearing  and  adjudication  upon  the  merits.  [Maule,  J.  You  say  that 
that  which  took  place  was  equivalent  to  a  nonsuit.]  Precisely  so. 
[CoLTMAN,  J.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  not  appeared  at  all  on  the 
*SOth  of  March.]  He  is  not  in  a  worse  position,  because  he  p«ee>^ 
appears,  and  then  withdraws  the  charge.  [Maulb,  J.  It  has  ^ 
been  held  (a)  that  a  certificate  under  the  6  G.  4,  c.  50,  s.  80,  cannot  be 
given  where  the  party  is  nonsuited.  V.  Williams,  J.  In  Wild  v.  Holt^ 
9  M.  &  W.  161,  where,  by  an  order  of  nisi  prius,  the  arbitrator  to 
whom  the  cause  was  referred,  had  power  to  order  a  verdict  or  a  nonsuit, 
— ^an  award  directing  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered,  was  held  bad,  as  not  being 
final.]  That  which  passed  here,  was  more  like  a  withdrawal  of  the 
record.  [Maule,  J.  Withdrawing  the  record  is  merely  taking  the 
record  out  of  the  hands  of  the  marshal,  with  whom  the  plaintiff  has 
deposited  it  to  hold  as  his  agent.  That  differs  from  this  case.]  A 
party  may  always  retire,  provided  he  is  ready  to  pay  the  costs.  It 
might  turn  out  that  the  plaintiff  was  so  grievously  hurt,  that  the  limited 
jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  was  not  competent  to  deal  with  the  case. 
[Grbsswell,  J.  Have  the  justices  power  to  dismiss  th6  complaint, 
without  a  hearing  ?]  It  would  seem  that  they  have.  In  The  Qtieen  v. 
Stamper,  1  Q.  B.  119,  4  P.  &  D.  539,  by  a  rule  of  Quarter  Sessions,  it 
was  ordered  that  all  appIicatioDS  intended  to  be  made  for  orders  of 
maintenance  in  bastardy,  should  be  entered  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
on  or  before  a  certain  day  ;  and  that  such  applications  should  be  called 

(a)  Vkl<  Woody.  Orimwoed.  10  B.  dc  C.  6S9,  6  M.  &  R.  622.    Bat  lee  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  42 
•.36. 

2G 


557  TuNNiCLiFFE  V.  Tedd.  H.  T.  1848. 

on  at  the  sessions,  in  the  order  of  entry.  The  overseers  of  a  parish 
entered  an  application  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  according  to  the 
above  rule  and  the  practice  of  the  sessions,  paying  the  usual  fee  on 
entry,  and  giving  notfce  to  the  party  against  whom  they  applied.  At 
the  sessions  the  party  attended,  and  the  case  was  called  on ;  but  the 
prosecutors  did  not  appear.  The  sessions  made  no  order  upon  the 
•f^fkffi  *^PP^J^*i<^^  *^<i  ordered  (under  the  •statute  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76, 

^  s.  73)  that  the  overseers  should  pay  costs  to  the  party  appear- 
ing :  it  was  held  that  the  entry  was  an  application^  and  the  calling  on 
of  the  case,  and  attendance  of  the  opposing  party,  a  hearing  of  such 
application,  within  s.  78 ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  order  for  costs  was 
rightly  made.  And  in  The  Queen  v.  The  Recorder  of  Exeter^  5  Q.  B. 
342,  parish  officers  applied  for  an  order  of  maintenance  under  the 
statute  2  &;  8  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1 ;  and  the  person  charged  as  putative 
father,  removed  the  application  to  the  Quarter  Sessions,  under  s.  8. 
On  the  opening  of  the  case  at  sessions,  it  was  objected  that  the  appli- 
cants were  the  overseers  of  a  parish  forming  part  of  a  union  under  a 
local  act,  and  that  the  guardians  of  such  union,  and  not  the  parish 
officers,  were  the  parties  authorised  to  apply.  The  sessions,  on  this 
ground,  dismissed  the  application,  but  without  costs,  thinking  that  they 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  them.  On  motion  for  a  mandamus,  to  enter 
continuances,  and  award  costs, — ^it  was  held  that  the  application  had 
been  sufficiently  heard  to  warrant  the  granting  of  costs  under  the  act, 
and  that,  although  the  overseers  were  not  the  proper  parties  to  apply  for 
the  order  of  maintenance,  yet,  having  so  applied,  they  were  liable  to 
costs.  Neither  of  these  cases  has  any  application  here.  Under  this 
statute,  there  is  no  power  to  give  costs.  But,  in  The  Q%Leen  v.  Lord 
Sastinffs^  6  Q.  B.  141,  where,  on  application  to  two  justices  under  the 
2  &  3  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  1,  by  guardians  of  a  union,  for  an  order  of  main- 
tenance, an  objection  was  successfully  taken  to  the  evidence  offered,  to 
prove  that  the  notice  of  application  had  been  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
guardians ;  no  other  evidence  being  given,  the  justices  refused  to  make 
an  order :  and  it  was  held  that  they  were  not  bound  to  award  costs,  under 
^  the  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  78,  for  there  had  been  no  *  "  hearing"  of 

-J  the  application.  [Maule,  J.  There,  the  defendant  prevented 
the  plaintiff  from  offering  any  evidence.  I  cannot  help  thinking  it  is  a 
"hearing"  within  the  statute,  when  the  justices  are  ready  to  hear  the 
complaint,  and  the  complainant  has  nothing  to  say.]  How  can  the  jus- 
tices be  said  to  "  hear  and  determine  "  the  offence,  when,  before  any- 
thing is  done,  the  complaint  is  withdrawn  ? 

Whitehurst  and  Mellory  in  support  of  the  rule.  Before  the  passing  of 
this  act,  in  the  case  of  a  common  assault,  the  plaintiff  had  two  concurrent 
remedies, — ^by  action,  and  by  indictment.  This  being  deemed  unjust  and 
oppressive,  power  is  given  to  two  justices  summarily  to  convict  and  punish 
the  offender,  provided  the  party  aggrieved  chooses  to  proceed  under  this 
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ftct  The  magistrates  are  placed  in  the  situation  of  a  judge  and  jury. 
Upon  this  replication,  the  only  issue  iras,  on  the  ground  of  the  dismissal. 
If  it  admitted  .of  the  construction  that  is  essential  to  support  the 
argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  replication  would  be  bad  for 
dnplicitj,  or  as  involving  a  negative  pregnant.  If  the  construction  be 
doubtful,  the  court  will  adopt  that  wUch  will  make  it  a  good  pleading. 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  magistrates  had  jurisdiction  over  the 
subject-matter.  In  certifying,  they  are  restricted  to  the  three  grounds 
mentioned  in  the  act :  Skuse  v.  Davisy  10  Ad.  &  E.  635,  2  P.  Having 
made  a  certificate  in  conformity  with  the  statute,  the  court  will  accredit 
their  act,  and  will  assume  that  the  certificate  was  properly  granted: 
AUridge  v.  Haines,  2  B.  &  Ad.  395.  It  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
plea, — ^uncontradicted  by  the  replication, — that  the  magistrates  granted 
such  a  certificate,  as,  by  the  act,  they  were  authorised  to  grant.  Some 
light  is  thrown  upon  the  intention  of  the  ^legislature  by  the  29th  ^4,^^/% 
section,  which  enacts,  ^^  that,  in  case  the  justices  shall  find  the  ■- 
assault  or  battery  complained  of,  to  have  been  accompanied  by  any 
attempt  to  commit  felony,  or  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  same  is,  from 
any  other  circumstance,  a  fit  subject  for  a  prosecution  by  indictment, 
they  shall  abstain  from  any  adjudication  thereupon,  and  shall  deal  with 
the  case  in  all  respects  in  the  same  manner  as  they  would  have  done 
before  the  passing  of  this  act :  provided  also  that  nothing  herein  contained 
shall  authorise  any  justices  of  the  peace  to  hear  and  determine  any  case 
of  assault  or  battery,  in  which  any  question  shall  arise  as  to  the  title  to 
any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  therein  or  ac- 
cruing therefrom,  or  as  to  any  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  or  any  execution 
under  the  process  of  any  court  of  justice."  The  plaintiff,  having 
lodged  his  complaint,  put  it  in  a  course  of  investigation,  from  which  he 
had  no  right  afterwards  to  retire.  Gould  a  prosecutor  withdraw  an 
indictment  after  the  jury  had  been  charged  with  the  prisoner  ?  [Maule, 
J.  The  27th  section  constitutes  the  two  justices,  a  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer.  In  ordinary  cases,  though  no  evidence  is  offered  by  the 
prosecutor  at  the  assizes,  the  case  is  disposed  of;  and  that  is,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  a  hearirig.']  Clearly  so.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  You 
make  the  plea  the  dividing  line.]    Yes. 

CoLTMAK,  J.  (a)  It  appears  to  me  that  the  proceeding  in  this  case,  is 
analogous  to  the  ordinary  case  of  an  indictment.  Where  a  true  bill  is 
found  by  the  grand  jury,  and  the  defendant  appears  to  take  his  trial, 
although  no  evidence  is  offered  by  the  prosecutor,  that  is  still  a  hearing. 
So,  here,  the  complaint  having  been  lodged,  and  the  defendant  having 
appeared  and  pleaded,  I  do  not  see  *what  right  the  complainant  ri^tut^ 
had  to  withdraw  the  charge.  The  defendant  had  an  interest  in  ^ 
having  the  matter  disposed  of.  If  the  assault  were  not  proved,  he  was 
entitled  to  be  acquitted ;  and,  if  proved,  he  would,  by  the  imposition  of  a 
(a)  WiLDi,  C.  J.,  was  absent,  on  account  ofindiapoeition. 
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fine,  or  of  imprisonment,  be  relieved  from  all  farther  responsibility.  I 
think  the  defendant  is  entitled  tg  have  a  yerdict  entered  for  him  on  the 
second  issue. 

Maitle,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  27th  section  of  the  9  G. 
4,  c.  31,  seems  to  me  to  constitute  the  magistrates  a  court  of  oyer  and 
terminer,  to  hear  and  determine  all  matters  brought  before  them.  The 
object  of  the  act  was,  to  put  an  end  to  actions  and  prosecutions  for 
assaults  of  an  ordinary  character,  by  substituting  a  cheaper  and  more 
speedy  prosecution,  which  was  to  be  a  bar  to  all  other  proceedings,  cM 
as  well  as  criminal,  for  the  same  offence.  In  an  ordinary  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer,  if  the  defendant  appears  and  pleads,  he  has  an  undoubted 
right  to  have  the  matter  determined.  When  the  complaint  is  ripe  for 
hearing,  and  the  defendant  is  ready  to  take  his  trial,  if  the  prosecutor 
alleges  nothing  against  him,  or  merely  something  that  is  unsubstantial, 
then  the  magistrates  are  bound  to  find  the  charge  not  proved,  and  to  give 
a  certificate  accordingly.  Should  it  turn  out,  as  was  suggested  by  Mr. 
Sumfreyy  that  the  complainant  has  sustained  grievous  injury,  a  remedy  is 
provided  by  s.  29, — ^not  at  the  option  of  the  complainant,  but  at  the  dis* 
cretion  of  the  magistrates.  There  is  no  necessity  to  seek  for  an  analogy 
in  civil  proceedings,  to  support  the  claim  of  the  prosecutor  to  withdraw 
at  his  option.  In  criminal  proceedings,  the  prosecutor,  having  once  pat 
the  law  in  motion,  cannot  be  allowed  to  withdraw. 

Gresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  appears  to  me  that 
^.^^-  there  was  a  hearing  in  this  case.  As  *soon  as  the  defendant 
-I  appeared  to  the  information,  and  pleaded,  there  was  an  issue 
joined,  which  the  magistrates  were  bound  to  hear  and  to  determine.  The 
complainant  being  asked  what  he  had  to  say,  told  the  magistrates  that  he 
declined  to  go  any  further  with  the  prosecution,  as  he  meant  to  bring  an 
action.  The  magistrates  having  heard  all  the  man  had  to  say,  dismissed 
the  complaint.  The  defendant  was  clearly  entitled  to  have  the  benefit 
of  that  state  of  things ;  and  the  certificate  of  the  magistrates  is  a  complete 
bar  to  this  action. 

v.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  seems  to  me,  that 
whether  the  traverse  has  the  wider  sense  imputed  to  it  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
the  narrower  sense  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant,  the  verdict  should 
have  been  found  for  the  latter.  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  second  plea 
discloses  a  good  bar,  and  therefore  that  there  is  no  ground  for  ordering 
judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  mm  oUtante  veredicto. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 
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Id  order  to  ptore  an  admianon  of  a  debt,  by  the  medium  of  an  entry  in  a  achedale  filed  by  ihe 
defendant  in  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  the  defendant's  signature  by 
ealiing  the  anbaeribing  witneaa,  even  where  the  document  haa  been  acted  upon  by  the  court. 

Where  the  venue  ia  reatored*  upon  the  uaual  undertaking,— eoRUe,  that  the  plaintiff  ta  boundl 
to  give  material  evidence  in  the  original  county,  without  any  proof  of  the  undertaking  being 
given  on  the  defends[nt*8  part.  But,  supposing  such  proof  to  be  necessary,  the  undertaking 
would  be  aofficbntly  proved  by  the  production  of  an  offioe-oopy  of  the  rule. 

Debt,  for  money  lent,  interest,  and  money  found  due  upon  an  account 
slated.     Plea,  nunquam  indebitatus. 

*By  his  particulars  of  demand,  the  plaintiff  claimed  85/.  10«.  ^^f^^ 
lie?.,  as  due  upon  t\fo  acknowledgments  of  1. 0.  IT.,  and  for  inte-  '■ 
rest  and  money  lent. 

The  Tenue,  which  was  originally  laid  in  Middlesex,  wa«  changed  to  Sus- 
sex, and  was  brought  back  to  Middlesex  upon  the  usual  undertaking,  to 
giTe  material  evidence  in  the  latter  county. 

The  venue  was  tried  before  Goltman,  J.,  at  the  first  sitting  in  London, 
in  Hilary  term,  1847.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  the  handwriting  of 
the  defendant  to  the  two  acknowledgments,  in  order  to  show  that  they 
were  given  for  money  lent,  offered  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  a 
8chedule(a)  filed  by  the  defendant  in  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  which 
contained  an  admission  to  that  effect.  This  schedule  consisted  of  several 
sheets  of  paper,  each  of  which  purported  to  be  signed  by  the  defendant; 
but  his  signature  to  the  first  sheet  only,  was  attested  by  his  attorney ; 
and  the  admission  relied  on  was  not  contained  in  that  sheet. 

The  attesting  attorney  not  being  called,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  schedule  was  not  admissible,  and  that,  as  there 
was  no  other  evidence  of  matter  arising  in  Middlesex,  the  plaintiff  had 
not  performed  his  undertaking,  and  must  therefore  be  nonsuited. 

The  learned  judge  having  declined  to  receive  the  schedule,  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  was  called  upon  to  *prove  the  undertaking.    This,  r-^,f;j^ 
he  submitted,  he  was  not  bound  to  do:  but,  nevertheless,  he  did  ■- 
put  in  an  office-copy  of  the  rule  by  which  the  venue  was  restored  to 
Middlesex. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  the  original  rule  was  the  proper 
and  the  only  evidence. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  giving  the 
defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

HatokinSy  in  the  same  term,  moved  accordingly,  submitting,  as  at  the 

(a)  By  the  105th  Section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  it  ia  enacted,  that  "  a  copy  of  auch  petitioo, 
▼eating  order,  achedule,  order  of  adjudication,  and  other  ordera  and  proceedinga,  purporting  to 
be  aigned  by  the  officer  in  whoae  cuatody  the  aame  ahall  be,  or  hia' deputy,  certifying  the  aame 
to  be  a  (rue  copy  of  auch  petition,  Testing  order,  achedule,  order  of  abjudication,  or  other  pro- 
eeeding,  and  purporting  to  to  be  sealed  with  the  aeal  of  the  aaid  court,  ahall  at  all  timea  be  ad- 
nitted,  in  all  courta  and  placea  whatever,  aa  aufficient  evidence  of  the  aame,  without  any  other 
proof  vdiateTor  gtveo  of  the  aame.** 

▼ov.v. — 16  2a2 
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trial,  that  the  Bchedule  was  inadmissible  without  calling  the  attesting 
witness ;  and  that  the  undertaking  to  give  material  evidence  was  proved, 
if  proof  were  necessary,  by  the  office-copy  of  the  rule.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
In  Clarke  v.  Dunsfordy  2  Man.  Gr.  &  8.  724,  I  refused  to  produce  the 
rule.  Here  it  woa  proved.  The  office-copy  of  the  rule  is  the  rule :  the 
office  book  is  not  delivered  out.]    A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Lush  now  showed  cause.  To  prove  the  undertaking,  the  office-copy 
of  the  rule  was  not  enough.  The  schedule  was  admissible,  without  adl- 
ing  the  attesting  witness.  By  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  69,  the 
schedule  is  required  to  be  subscribed  by  the  prisoner  only.  It  is  by  a 
rule  of  the  insolvent  debtors  court  that  the  signature  is  required  to  be 
.^^„  attested  by  an  attorney.(a)    *  Bailey  v.  Bidwellj  18  M.  &  W. 

J  73,  is  an  express  authority.  It  was  there  held,  that  an  attorney 
who,  in  compliance  with  a  rule  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  has  attested  an 
insolvent's  petition  for  protection  under  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict,  c  116, 
is  not  such  an  attesting  witness  as  to  render  it  necessary  that  he  should 
be  called  to  prove  the  petition.  [Grbsswbll,  J.  There,  the  decisicn 
proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  document  had  the  seal  of  the  court 
of  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  court  had  acted  upon  it.  lifAULE,  J.  Here, 
you  offered  the  schedule  simply  as  an  acknowledgment  by  the  defendant 
that  he  had  borrowed  the  money.]  Precisely  so.  [Cbesswell,  J.  There 
was  nothing  to  show  that  the  insolvent  debtors  court  had  acted  upon  it] 
The  petition  shows  it.  Besides,  that  was  proved  aliundi.  Every  sheet 
bears  the  signature  of  the  defendant ;  and  there  is  no  attesting  witness 
to  the  particular  sheet  which  contains  the  admission  relied  on.  Proof 
that  the  document  came  from  the  proper  office,  with  evidence  of  the 
defendant's  handwriting,  was  sufficient  to  establish  the  admission,  with- 
out calling  the  attorney.  [Mauls,  J.  The  rule  referred  to  seems  to 
require  the  signature  to  each  sheet  to  be  attested.  I  think  the  plaintiff 
would  have  had  great  difficulty  in  making  any  part  of  the  schedule  evi- 
dence, without  the  first  sheet ;  for,  then  there  would  be  nothing  to  show 
to  what  all  the  rest  applied.]  That  reduces  the  plaintiff  to  rely  on  the 
authority  of  Bailey  v.  BidwelL  That  the  petition  had  been  acted  upon 
by  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  sufficiently  appears  from  the  vesting  ord^, 
and  the  appointment  of  a  day  of  hearing.  [Maulb,  J.  In  Bailey  v. 
Bidwelly  ^the  proceedings  were  offered  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  an  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  party  had  presented  a  petition 
♦'ififil  ^^^  relief  to  a  commissioner  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy.    The 

J  •defendant  wanted  to  prove  merely  the  fact  that  he  had  presented 

(a)  Rule  XV.  Oct.  1, 1838 :  **  That  every  schedule  ond  balance-sheet,  and  every  amendment 
thereto,  shall  be  read  over  to  the  prisoner  by,  or  in  the  presence  of,  the  attorney  named  in  the 
retainer,  before  such  prisoner  shall  sign  the  same ;  and  that  the  balance-sheet,  and  every  side 
of  every  sheet  of  the  schedule,  and  of  any  amendment  thereof,  shall  be  signed  by  the  prisoner, 
and  such  signature  shall  be  attested  by  the  said  attorney,  and  not  by  any  clerk;  and  such 
reading  over,  signatures,  and  attestation  shall  be  verified  by  the  affidavit  of  sueh  attorney,  to 
be  filed  with  the  sehedule,"  &c.    And  see  Rule  IV.    Nov.  1, 184S. 
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ft  petition,  not  tbd  contentB  of  it.  Here,  the  plaintiff  produces  the 
eehednle,  in  order  to  prove  an  admiasion  made  therein  by  the  defendant. 
Suppose  the  attesting  witness  had  been  called,  and  had  stated  that  he  did 
mot  see  the  petitioner  sign  the  schedule,  or  that  he  was  drunk  or  insane, 
•r  that  his  signature  was  forged,  or  had  been  obtained  by  fraud :  all  that 
would  have  been  quite  immaterial  there.  All  that  the  court  held,  was, 
that  the  circumstance  of  the  court  of  bankruptcy  having  acted  upon  it, 
was  evidence  that  the  petition  had  been  presented.]  Precisely  the  same 
inquiry  was  involved  here.  [Maulb,  J.  In  Bailey  v.  Bidwdl^  the 
court  of  bankruptcy  had  granted  an  order  of  protection.  They  must 
first  have  inquired  into  the  matter  of  the  petition.  Here,  however,  there 
is  no  evidence  of  any  acting  upon  the  petition  or  schedule  by  the  insol- 
vent debtors  court.  This  may  have  been  wholly  unsatisfactory  to  the 
court,  upon  the  ground  of  some  disclosure  by  the  attesting  attorney,  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  signature  was  affixed  to  the  schedule.] 
Appointing  a  day  for  the  hearing,  was,  it  is  submitted,  acting  upon  the 
petition,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  authority 
of  Bailey  v.  Bidwell. 

Hawkins^  in  support  of  his  rule.  There  was  nothing  whatever  to  show 
that  the  petition  had  been  acted  upon.  The  act  of  filing  the  petition 
and  schedule  is  a  mere  intimation  of  the  party's  intention  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  A  proceeding  of  the  court  could  only 
be  evidenced  by  a  certified  copy  of  some  order :  there  is  nothing  in  the 
105th  section  to  make  the  memoranda  here  relied  on  evidence  at  all. 
Each  sheet  of  the  schedule  is  by  the  rule  of  court  required  to  be  attested. 

^Maule,  J.,  (stopping  Sdwkins.)  I  am  of  opinion,  that,  r^cggir 
in  order  to  make  this  document  admissible,  the  subscribing  witness 
should  have  been  called.  In  the  case  of  Bailey  v.  Bidwellj  the  decision 
of  the  court  of  Exchequer  proceeded  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  of 
bankruptcy  had  acted  upon  the  petition.  That  ground  does  not  exist 
here.  The  memoranda  indorsed  upon  the  sched]4e  are  not  evidence  of 
any  fact  therein  stated.  To  make  this  document  admissible,  it  was 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  it  was  signed  by  the. defendant, 
— ^that  this  very  paper  was  signed  by  the  very  person  who  was  defendant 
in  the  cause :  and  it  was  most  material  that  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  signed  should  be  made  to  appear,  in  order  that  it  might  be 
seen  that  such  circumstances  made  it  evidence  against  the  defendant 
more  or  less.  That  is  the  object  of  having  the  attestation  of  a  sub- 
scribing witness.  The  attesting  witness  in  this  case  is  one  that  is 
required  by  an  express  rule  of  the  insolvent  debtors  court,  which  provides 
that  he  shall  be  a  person  of  a  particular  description.  The  rule  shows 
that  it  was  not  meant  that  the  law  relating  to  subscribing  witnesses, 
should  not  apply.  On  the  contrary,  it  means,  and  expressly  provides, 
that  the  attestation  shall  have  the  additional  safeguard  of  being  made  by 
^  the  attorney  named  in  the  retainer,"  besides  the  ordinary  incidents  of 


667  Peter  t^.  Daniel.  H.  T.  1848. 

mich  an  attestation.  Hie  role  for  entering  a  nonmiit  nraet  be  made 
absolute. 

Gresswell,  J.  I  alflo  am  of  opinion  that  this  role  ahoiild  be 
made  absolute.  The  application  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  have  the 
document  in  question  received  in  evidence,  without  calling  the  attesting 
ifitness,  was  clearly  a  departure  from  the  ordinary  rule.  The  case  that 
was  relied  upon, — Bailey  v.  Bidtoellj — ^was  altogether  different  in  its 
circumstances  from  the  present.  The  distinction  has  been  already 
^  .^^.  sufficiently  pointed  *out.  The  insolvent  debtors  court  having  said, 
-■  that,  when  a  petitioner  presents  a  petition  and  files  a  schedule,  they 
will  have  the  security  of  an  attesting  witness  to  his  signature  thereto, 
what  reason  is  there  why  another  court  should  receive  the  document  in 
evidence  without  calling  the  attesting  witness  ? 

y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  absolute. 


PETER,  aerk,  v.  DANIEL.    Jan.  26. 

In  cue  by  a  raversioner  for  widefung  a  channel  or  watereourse  in  a  clnae  in  the  oceupation  of 
hia  tenant,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  preacriptiTe  right,— enjoyed  for  twenty  yeara  andnpwaidf, 
as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  by  the  occupiers  of  a  certain  close,— 4o  a  watercourse, 
and  also  a  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  deanaing  and  scouring  the  aame,  when  necessary, 
aa  appurtenant  to  the  said  close. 

The  replication  trsTcrsed  the  right  to  the  watercourse,  and  the  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose 
of  cleanaing  and  scouring. 

Hdd,  that  the  right  to  the  watercourse,  and  the  right  to  scour  and  deanse,  constituted  one 
entire  right,  and  consequently  that  auch  right  waa  properly  pat  in  issue  in  ita  entirety. 

This  was  an  action  upon  the  case. 

The  last  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  N.  D.  was  possessed  of 
certain  closes  as  tenant  to  the  plaintiff,  the  reversion  thereof  belonging 
to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendant  dug,  excavated,  and  widened  a 
certain  channel  or  leat  in  and  through  the  said  closes,  thereby  injuring 
the  plaintiff's  reversionary  interest. 

Ninth  plea, — ^to  the  last  count, — that,  before  and  at  the  several  times 
of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  grievances  in  that  count  mentioned, 
one  William  Higman  was,  and  still  continued,  the  occupier  of  a  certain 
close  and  tenement,  called  Gimble  MiU,  near  to  the  closes  in  the  said 
last  count  mentioned ;  that  the  channel  or  leat  in  that  count  mentioned 
had  been  and  was,  during  all  the  time  in  that  plea  mentioned,  connected 
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'^with  a  like  channel  or  leat  leading  from  the  channel  or  leat  in 
the  said  last  count  mentioned,  unto,  into,  and  through  other  closes 
beyond  the  said  closes  in  the  last  count  mentioned,  and  lower  down  the 
stream  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  thence  unto,  into,  and  through  the 
said  closes  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  and  thence  unto,  into,  and 
through  other  doses  further  down  the  stream  of  water  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, and  beyond  the  last-mentioned  close  and  tenement,  and  that 
snch  last-mentioned  channel  or  leat,  so  connected  with  such  first-men- 
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iiMied  isliannel  or  leat,  during  all  the  time  in  this  plea  mentioned  r^ 
mainod  and  were  one  connected  channel  or  leat ;  that  the  water  froDd 
tiaie  to  time  being  and  flowing  in  and  along  the  said  channel  or  leat  in 
the  said  last  count  mentioned,  had  rnn  and  flowed,  and  had  been  used 
and  accustomed  to  run  and  flow,  and  of  right  ought  to  have  run  and 
flowed,  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  run  and  flow,  without  interruption, 
and  as  of  right,  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the  said  sevelral  closes 
and  tenements,  and  in  and  along  the  said  one  connected  channel  or  leat 
thereinafter  mentioned,  from  certain  other  closes  beyond  the  said  closes  / 
in  the  last  count  mentioned,  and  higher  up  the  stream  of  the  said  water, 
onto,  into,  and  through  the  said  channel  or  leat  in  other  closes  beyond 
the  said  closes  and  tenements  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  and  lowef 
down  the  said  stream,  and  thence  unto,  into,  and  through  the  said 
channel  or  leat  in  the  said  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill  afore-^ 
said,  and  thence  to  other  closes  and  tenements  beyond  that  close  and 
tenement,  and  lower  down  the  said  stream ;  that  the  said  William  Hig« 
man,  whilst  such  occupier  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  prior  occupiers,  f<»p 
the  time  being,  of  the  said  close  and  tenement  called  GHonble  Mill,  had, 
and  each  of  them  had,  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  for 
*the  full  period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  ri^n*7Q 
of  this  suit,  had,  used,  and  actually  enjoyed,  and  had  been  used  '~ 
and  accustomed  to  have  and  use,  and  actually  enjoy,  as  of  right,  and 
without  interruption,  and  of  right  ought  to  hare  had,  used,  and  actually 
enjoyed,  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  and  the  said  William 
Higman,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  of  right  ought  to  hare  had 
and  used  and  actually  enjoyed,  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  and 
Btill  of  right  ought  to  have  and  use  and  actually  enjoy,  as  of  right,  and 
without  interruption,  for  himself  and  themselyes,  whilst  occupiers  of  his 
said  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  a  stream  and  watercourse, 
ftnd  the  water  thereof  flowing  in,  through,  along,  and  over  the  said 
•ereral  closes  and  tenement,  and  in  and  along  the  said  one  connected 
channel  or  leat  thereinbefore  mentioned,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying 
the  said  close  and  tenement  called  GKmble  Mill  with  water,  and  for  the 
benefit  and  advantage  of  the  occupiers  of  the  same  close  and  tenement, 
and  for  mining  and  other  useful  purposes  therein,  as  to  the  same  close 
and  tenement  belonging  and  appertaining ;  that  the  said  William  Hig- 
man, whilst  such  occupier,  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  prior  occupiers,  for 
the  time  being,  of  the  same  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  had, 
mnd  each  of  them  had,  as  of  right,  and  without  interruption,  for  the  full 
period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
Bconred  and  amended,  and  had  been  used  and  accustomed,  as  of  right, 
«nd  without  interruption,  and  ought,  as  of  right,  and  without  interrup- 
tion, to  scour  and  amend,  and  the  said  William  Higman,  at  the  said 
several  times  wh^i,  ftc.,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  ought^ 
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and  Btill  as  of  right  and  without  interraptioti  Onght;  himself  aiid  them* 
selves,  with  his  and  their  servants  and  agents,  whilst  occupiers  of  the 
*5711  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  to  scour  and  *amead 

-^  the  said  stream  and  watercourse,  channel,  or  leat  in  the  said  last 
count  mentioned,  when  and  as  often  as  the  same  required  and  requires 
scouring  and  amending,  as  to  his  said  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble 
Mill  belonging  and  appertaining;  that  the  said  stream  and  watercourse, 
channel,  or  leat  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  being,  before  and  at  the 
said  several  times  when,  &c.,  foul,  choked  up,  miry,  and  out  of  repair, 
and  then  requiring  to  be  scoured  and  amended,  the  defendant,  as  the 
servant  of  the  said  William  Higman,  and  by  his  command,  at  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.,  being  reasonable  times  in  that  behalf,  scoured 
and  amended  the  said  stream  and  watercourse,  channel,  or  leat,  and,  in 
so  domg,  at  the  several  times  when,  &c.,  did  necessarily  and  unavoidably, 
on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  scouring  and  amending 
the  same  stream  and  watercourse,  channel,  or  leat,  and  because  the  same 
could  not  otherwise  have  been  scoured  and  amended,  a  little  dig,  excavate, 
and  widen  the  said  channel  or  leat  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned, 
doing  no  more  damage  to  the  reversion  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  last  count 
mentioned,  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  than  was  necessary  and  unavoidable 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  without  digging,  excavating,  or  widening 
the  same  channel  or  leat  beyond  the  proper  size  and  dimensions  thereof 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  or  more  or  otherwise  than  the  same  had  daring 
all  the  time  aforesaid  been,  and  been  used  and  accustomed  to  be,  dug, 
excavated,  and  widened,  when  the  same  and  the  said  stream  and  water- 
course required  scouring  and  amending,  and  were  scoured  and  amended 
as  aforesaid,  during  the  time  aforesaid, — ^which  were  the  same  aUeged 
grievances  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned, — ^verification. 

Replication, — that  the  said  William  Higman,  whilst  such  occupier  as 
in  the  said  ninth  plea  alleged,  and  the  prior  occupiers,  for  the  time  being, 
4^^721  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  had  not,  as  of 

•^  right,  and  without  interruption,  for  the  full  period  of  twenty 
years  next  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  had,  used,  and  actually 
enjoyed,  nor  been  used  and  accustomed  to  have  and  use  and  actually 
enjoy,  as  of  right  and  without  interruption,  nor  of  right  ought  the  said 
William  Higman,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  or  any  of  them,  to 
have  had  and  used  and  actually  enjoyed,  as  of  right,  and  without  inter- 
ruption, for  himself  and  themselves,  whilst  occupiers  of  the  said  close 
and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  a  stream  and  watercourse,  and  the 
water  thereof  flowing  in,  through,  along,  and  over  the  said  several  doses 
and  tenements  in  the  said  ninth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  or  in  and 
along  such  supposed  connected  channel  or  leat  as  in  that  plea  men- 
tioned, for  the  purposes  in  the  said  ninth  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned; 
and  that  the  said  William  Higman,  whilst  such  occupier  as  last  afore- 
saidy  and  the  prior  occupiers  for  the  time  being  of  the  same  close  and 
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tenement  called  Gimble  MQI,  had  not,  as  of  right,  and  irithont  interrnp- 
tion,  for  the  full  period  of  twenty  years  next  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  scoured  and  amended,  nor  been  used  and  accustomed,  as  of 
right,  and  without  interruption,  to  scour  and  amend,  whilst  occupiers  of 
the  said  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill,  the  said  stream  and 
watercourse,  channel,  or  leat,  in  the  said  last  count  mentioned,  when  and 
as  often  as  the  same  required  or  requires  scouring  or  amending,  as  to  the 
said  close  and  tenement  called  Qimble  Mill  belonging  and  appertaining, 
in  manner  and  form,  &c.,  &c. 

Special  demurrer,  alleging  for  cause  that  the  replication  was  double 
and  multifarious,  &c. 

T.  Jone9j  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  replication  is  double :  it 
puts  in  issue  both  the  right  to  the  watercourse,  and  the  right  to  scour. 
A  right  to  scour  *may  exist  independently  of  a  right  to  the  use  p«^»^o 
of  the  watercourse :  so,  a  man  may  have  a  right  to  have  his  pre-  L  ^'^ 
mises  drained,  without  having  any  right  to  enter  the  land  of  another  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  drainage  efficient.  The  plaintiff,  by  this 
replication,  seeks  to  compel  the  defendant  to  prove  a  right  to  the  waters 
course,  and  also  a  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  scouring  it :  whereas, 
the  entry  would  be  justified  by  the  mere  proof  of  a  right  to  scour. 
[C&BSSWELL,  J.  The  right  to  the  watercourse  is  only  introduced  as  ex- 
phuiatory  of  the  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  scouring.]  It  will 
probably  be  so  contended.  [Maule,  J.  All  that  is  claimed  by  the  party 
in  this  plea,  may  have  been  granted  to  him  as  an  entire  right.]  In  the 
case  of  a  grant,  the  rules  of  pleading  allow  a  party  to  put  the  whole 
grant  in  issue.  [Maulb,  J.  A  prescription, — and  this  is  a  jtMwi-pre* 
scription, — \&  entire,  and  must  be  proved  as  alleged :  Rieketts  v.  Salway^ 
2  B.  &;  Aid.  360, 1  Ghitt.  Rep.  104, 112.  Suppose  you  struck  out  of 
the  plea  the  right  to  the  watercourse,  would  not  the  right  be  different 
from  that  now  claimed  ?]  This  is  a  mere  easement.  [Maulb,  J.  Can 
a  mere  right  to  dig  in  another  man's  land,  be  called  an  easement,  within 
the  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  71,  unless  the  party  is  to  derive  some  benefit  from 
the  exercise  of  it?]  The  plea  might  have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer, 
if  it  had  omitted  to  show  how  the  right  to  scour  arose.  But,  a  plea,  or 
other  pleading,  which  has  been  pleaded  over  to,  must  be  so  construed  as 
to  make  it  good.(a)  The  plea,  substantially,  claims  the  right  to  scour. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  You  must  make  out,  that  the  plea  would  have  been 
good,  if  it  had  omitted  the  words  '^  as  of  right."  If  it  sets  up  a  duty 
only,  it  is  not  within  Lord  Tbntebdbn's  act.]  The  replication  imposes 
upon  *the  defendant  the  necessity  of  proving  that  which  was  not  ri^j-^A 
necessary  to  establish  his  right  to  scour  and  amend.  In  reply-  ^ 
bg,  a  plaintiff  is  bound  to  select,  with  distinctness  and  precision,  the 
averment  in  the  plea  which  he  chooses  to  put  in  issue.    In  RegU  v.  ChretUy 

(«)  Vide  Bobiim  ▼.  Miiilelim,  6  B.  &  C.  302,  9  D.  &  R.  349 ;  Brandao  t.  Bamett,  1  M.  & 
G.926;  ialra,  379, 560. 


574  Pereit  v.  Daniel.  H.  T.  1848. 

lM.kVf.  928  J  in  debt  for  money  lent  and  money  paid,  the  plea  first  alleged, 
ihat  the  sums  so  lent  and  paid,  were  lent  for  the  purpose  of  paying,  uid 
were  paid,  to  J.  R.,  the  master  of  a  ship,  then  in  a  foreign  port,  for  the 
repaii's  of  such  ship,  and  not  on  the  security  or  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  then  stated  an  agreement,  made  in  such  foreign  port,  between 
the  plaintiff  and  J.  R.,  for  the  defendant,  for  bottomry,  and  a  bottomry- 
bond  given  by  J.  R.  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement ;  by 
means  of  which,  it  was  alleged,  the  plaintiff  sought  to  obtain  exorbitant 
interest  for  his  advances.  The  replication  stated, — ^first,  that  the  money 
was  lent  and  paid  on  the  security  and  liability  of  the  defendant;  secondly, 
that  there  was  no  such  agreement ;  thirdly,  that  there  was  no  such  bond 
as  was  stated  in  the  plea :  and  it  was  held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the 
replication  was  bad,  for  tendering  issues  on  several  matters,  having,  by 
the  first  allegation,  put  in  issue  the  whole  substantial  matter  of  defence. 
Parke,  B.,  there  says :  '^  This  is  not  precisely  duplicity ;  but  the  plain- 
tiff has  no  right  to  include  several  matters  in  his  replication,  so  as  to 
embarrass  the  trial."  So,  in  Thurmm  y.  Wild,  11  Ad.  k  E.  453,  it 
was  held,  that,  where  the  defendant  introduces  an  immaterial  averment 
into  his  plea,  the  plaintiff  cannot  in  his  replication,  so  traverse  the  mat- 
ters of  the  plea,  as  to  include  such  immaterial  averment  in  the  issue: 
therefore,  where,  in  trespass,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  trespass 
was  committed  by  command  of  P.  B.,  and  then  stated  an  executed  accord 
between  the  plaintiff  and  P.  B.,  with  the  ^consent  of  the  defend- 
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anty  and  acceptance  thereof  by  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  of  the 


trespasses ; — ^it  was  held,  that  a  replication  traversing  the  accord  and 
execution  thereof  tvith  the  eonunt  of  the  d^efidant,  was  bad  on  special 
demurrer ;  for  that,  as  no  rights  of  the  defendant  appeared  to  be  com- 
promised by  the  accord,  his  consent  was  unnecessary.  [Maulb,  J.  If 
issue  had  been  joined  on  that  replication,  and  the  proolf  had  been  of  an 
acceptance  of  satisfaction  by  the  plaintiff  without  the  assent  of  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff  must  have  failed.]  In  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  Lord  Denman  there  said :  ^'  The  plaintiff  has  chosen  to 
accept  from  one  of  the  trespassers  a  compensation  for  the  whole  tree- 
pass,  and  in  discharge  of  all  parties ;  and  whether  this  was  rendered 
with  or  without  the  consent  of  some  of  them,  he  is  equally  barred  as 
against  all.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defendants,  in 
alleging  their  consent,  made  an  immaterial  averment.  Moore  v.  Bmil- 
coUj  1  N.  C.  823,  1  Scott,  122,  however  is  an  authority— with  which  we 
agree, — that  this  does  not  exonerate  the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of 
taking  a  material  issue."  The  right  to  scour,  as  appurtenant  to  the 
occupation  of  the  defendant's  close  and  tenement,  being  a  substantive 
right,  the  replication  is  clearly  bad,  for  attempting  to  fix  upon  the  de- 
fendant the  obligation  of  also  proving  another  and  a  distinct  right. 

Montague  Smithy  contr&.    If  the  replication  had  traversed  only  the 
right  to  scour,  the  right  to  the  watercourse  would  have  been  admitted: 
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imd  OS,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  what,  is 
BO  admitted,  may  be  put  to  the  jnry,  it  would  have  been  said,  at  the  trial, 
that,  as  the  right  to  the  watercourse  was  conceded,  very  slight  evidence 
would  suffice  to  establish  the  right  to  cleanse  it.  A  prescription  may 
always  be  ^traversed  as  largely  as  it  is  alleged.  The  prescriptive  rmn*rQ 
right  claimed  by  this  plea,  is,  a  right  to  the  watercourse,  with  a  ^ 
right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  scouring  it  when  needful.  Richards  v. 
IVy,  7  Ad.  k  E.  698,  8  N.  A;  P.  67,  is  an  authority  to  show  that  such 
a  claim  cannot  be  severed.  If  the  right  to  scour  only  were  claimed,  that 
would  be  simply  a  profit  d  prendefy  and  would  faHl  withm  that  clause  of 
the  act  which  requires  a  thirty  years'  enjoyment  to  establish  the  right: 
2  &  8  W.  4,  c.  71,  s.  1.  [Matjlb,  J.  A  claim  to  enter  another  man's 
land,  and  dig  a  hole  there,  can  hardly  be  called  a  profit  d  prender.']  A 
plea  of  a  right  to  turn  cattle  into  the  lotms  in  quoy  without  saying  for 
what  purpose,  is  bad :  per  Lii7LEDALE,  J.,  in  Bailey  v.  Appleyardj  8 
Ad.  k  E.  161,  8  N.  &;  P.  257.  This,  then,  being  an  entire  prescription, 
it  was  necessary,  for  the  defendant's  justification,  to  allege  and  to  prove 
the  whole ;  and  therefore  the  whole  is  properly  traversed  by  the  repli- 
cation :  Bell  V.  TuckeUj  8  M.  &;  G.  786,  4  Scott,  N.  R.  402, 1  Dowl.  N. 
S.  458 ;  Pirn  v.  Chrazebrooky  2  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  429. 

T.  JoneSy  in  reply.  Richards  v.  Fry  is  cited  for  the  plaintiff  as  show- 
ing that  you  cannot  sever  a  plea,  and  say  that  one  part  of  it  affords  an 
answer,  without  the  rest :  whereas,  all  that  was  decided  there,  was,  that 
a  bad  averment  of  a  right  in  a  que  estate,  in  a  declaration,  cannot  be 
treated  as  an  averment  of  possession  only.  And  all  that  Littlbdalb, 
J.,  says,  in  Bailey  v.  Appleyard,  is,  that  a  plea  of  a  right  of  common 
should  show  the  purpose  for  which  the  cattle  are  to  go  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's land.  [Gresswbll,  J.  So,  here,  the  defendant  was  bound  to 
show  the  purpose  for  which  he  claimed  the  right  to  scour,  viz.  that  he 
might  enjoy  his  watercourse.]  The  purpose  might  be,  the  supply  of 
water,  or  the  ^drainage  of  the  land :  it  was  immaterial  which,  r^  ririr 
£Maule,  J.  What  Mr.  Justice  Littlebale  means,  is,  that  you 
must  show,  by  proper  averments  in  the  plea,  in  what  respect  the  righ^  to 
enter,  arises.]  Assuming  that  dictum  to  be  law,  it  does  not  remove  the 
defendant  from  the  objection  that  the  replication  is  double. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 
The  replication  properly  traverses  the  qwm  prescription  alleged  in  the 
plea.  The  ninth  plea  is  to  be  understood  as  a  plea  of  one  single  pre- 
scription ;  and  it  is  a  rule,  that,  if  a  prescription  be  pleaded,  though  it 
be  larger  than  is  necessary  for  the  defendant's  justification,  the  plaintiff 
not  only  mayj  but  musty  traverse  the  whole  of  it,  and  upon  that  traverse 
the  defendant  must  prove  the  whole  of  it.  That  rule  is  founded  in  rea- 
son and  good  sense.  A  plea  setting  up  a  prescription,  is  like  a  plea  of 
a  grant:  the  matter  of  contract  must  be  proved  in  its  entirety.  It  was 
upon  that  principle,  that,  before  Lord  Tsntbebek's  act,  it  was  necessary 
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to  prove  the  prescription  as  alleged  in  pleading.  It  was  not  neeessary, 
in  the  case  either  of  a  grant  or  of  a  prescription,  to  allege  more  of  it 
than  was  necessary  to  sustain  the  justification :  but,  if  the  whole  were 
pleaded,  it  was  necessary  to  trayerse  the  whole,  and  to  prove  the  whole. 
Since  that  act,  such  a  plea  as  this,  must  be  taken  to  be  a  plea,  of  the 
enjoyment  of  one  prescriptive  right.  The  right  may  consist  of  a  variety 
of  things  granted  by  one  deed,  or  may  rest  on  a  presumption  of  such  a 
grant,  arising  from  a  long  course  of  enjoyment.  Such  a  right,  where  it 
is  alleged  in  its  entirety,  is  to  be  treated  as  one  entire  thing.  In  the 
present  case,  the  plea  in  effect  amounts  to  this, — ^that  Higman,  and  all 
other  prior  occupiers,  for  the  time  being,  of  the  close  and  tenement  called 
Gimble  Mill,  had, — as  of  right,  and  without  interruption, — ^for  twenty 
*5781  y^^^^  ^^^^  before  the  ^commencement  of  the  suit,  enjoyed,  ^rhilst 
■^  such  occupiers,  a  certain  stream  and  watercouree,  and  had,  as  of 
right,  and  without  interruption,  during  that  time,  cleansed  and  scoured 
the  said  stream  and  watercourse,  when  needful,  as  appurtenant  to  the 
said  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill.  It  is  insisted,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  plea  is  to  be  understood  as  setting  up  two  sepur 
rate  prescriptions, — ^the  one,  for  the  enjoyment  of  the  watercourse  (which 
would  afford  no  defence  to  this  action), — ^the  other,  of  a  right  to  scour  and 
cleanse,  as  often  as  the  stream  required  it.  Supposing  it  possible  that 
the  plea  could  be  read  in  that  sense,  it  might  have  been  open  to  a  special 
demurrer.  But,  in  the  present  state  of  the  pleadings,  what  I  under- 
stand the  plea  to  mean,  is,  that,  for  the  last  twenty  years,  the  occupiers 
of  Gimble  Mill  have  enjoyed  the  flow  of  the  watercourse,  and  also  the 
going  upon  the  plaintiff's  land  for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  it,  as  appur- 
tenant to  the  close  and  tenement  called  Gimble  Mill, — the  necessity  of 
scouring  and  cleansing  being  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  water ;  otherwise,  the  necessity  of  cleansing  would  have  no 
assignable  limits.  It  is  only  for  that  reason,  that  the  defendant,  in  hiB 
plea,  alleges  the  enjoyment  in  the  manner  he  has  done :  and  it  is  to  be 
construed  as  one  entire  enjoyment, — as  if  it  had  been  one  entire  prescrip- 
tion. As,  if  a  man  pleads  a  prescriptive  right  of  pasture,  for  cows, 
horses,  and  sheep  (apart  from  the  distributive  rule),(a)  the  whole  right 
must  be  proved.  Suppose,  in  pleading  such  a  right  the  party  were  to 
state  that  he  had,  for  twenty  years,  enjoyed  a  right  to  turn  on  cows 
and  had  also,  for  the  like  period,  enjoyed  a  right  to  turn  on  horses,  and 
had  also  for  the  like  period  enjoyed  the  right  to  turn  on  sheep,— conld 
*5791  ^^^^^  ^^  ^  doubt  that  the  plea  set  up  an  ^entire  right?  t  think 
the  allegation  here,  of  a  right  to  the  watercourse,  and  also  of  a 
right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  cleansing  the  same  when  necessary, 
a$  incident  to  the  possession  of  the  close  and  tenementy  was  substantially 
an  allegation  of  one  entire  right,  and  therefore  properly  put  in  issue  hy 
this  replication. 

(«)  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  Trespass  ss.  4,  5,  6,  3  N.  &  M.  10. 
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Cbbsswbll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  whole  difficulty  has 
arisen  from  some  alleged  ambiguitj  in  the  plea.  Independently  of  the 
point  made  on  the  judgment  of  Littledale,  J.,  in  Bailey  y.  Appleyardy  8 
Ad.  &  E.  161,  3  N.  &  P.  257,  that  the  plea  would  have  been  bad  without 
stating  the  purpose  for  which  the  alleged  right  was  claimed,  —  I  think 
this  plea  sets  up  one  entire  right — to  the  watercourse  and  the  liberty  of 
entering  the  plaintiff's  land  for  the  necessary  cleansing  of  the  water- 
course, as  appertaining  to  the  defendant's  close  and  tenement.  Then, 
according  to  Morewood  v.  Wood^  4  T.  B.  167,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
traverse  the  whole. 

Y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  argument  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  is,  that  this  replication  compels  the  defendant  to 
prove  more  than  he  would  otherwise  be  bound  to  prove.  I  agree,  that, 
if  that  were  so,  the  pleading  would  be  vicious.  It  is  said  that  the  essence 
of  the  plea  consists  in  the  allegation  of  the  right  to  cleanse  the  water- 
course, and  that  all  the  rest  is  idle  surplusage ;  and  therefore  that  the  re- 
plication is  bad,  for  putting  the  defendant  to  the  proof  of  such  idle  and 
immaterial  matter.  If  a  plea  admits  of  two  constructions,  one  of  which 
gives  a  sensible  effect  to  the  whole,  and  the  other  makes  a  portion  of  it 
idle  and  insensible,  the  court  is  bound  to  adopt  the  former  *con- 


Btniction.(a)    I,  however,  entertain  a  very  strong  opinion  that 
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the  plea  would  have  been  bad  on  special  demurrer, —  for  want  of 
sufficient  certainty  in  stating  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  right  claimed, 
80  aa  to  enable  the  court  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  defendant 
meant  to  set  up  an  easement  to  an  extent  that  would  justify  the  trespass, 
— ^if  that  which  is  called  inmiaterial  matter,  had  been  omitted.  I 
beg  not  to  be  understood  as  asserting  that  the  replication  here  would 
have  been  bad  for  following  the  language  of  the  plea,  in  the  repetition  of 
immaterial  matter.  In  Palmer  v.  Q^ooden,  8  M.  &  W.  890,  the  defendant 
pleaded,  to  an  action  of  covenant  for  rent  due  for  turnpike-tolls,  that, 
before  it  became  due,  the  trustees,  on,  &c.,  entered  into  and  upon  a  certain 
part  of  the  tolls,  and  then  ejected,  expelled,  put  out,  and  removed  the 
defendant  from  the  possession  thereof,  and  kept  and  continued  him  so 
ejected,  &c.,  from  thence  hitherto:  the  plaintiffs  replied,  that  the 
trustees  did  not  enter  into  or  upon  the  said  part  of  the  said  tolls,  or  eject, 
&c.,  the  defendant  from  the  possession  thereof,  mado  etformd:  and  it  was 
held,  on  error,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  (reversing  the  judgment  of 
the  court  of  Exchequer,)  that  the  replication  was  good,  on  special 
demurrer,  although  it  put  in  issue  not  only  the  expulsion,  but  also  the 
entry,  the  latter  being  immaterial  and  impossible ;  and  that  the  defendants, 
having  mixed  up  the  entry  and  expulsion,  as  constituting  the  eviction, 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  follow  him,  and  accept  the  issue  as  tendered. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff.(i) 

(a)  Vide  tnpri,  573, 1  Man.  Gr.  &  8.  787;  2  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  650;  4  Mtn.  Gr.  &  S.  393. 
(II  And  Me  2U«Mi  t.  TktBiMkvp  of  CarluiU,  pott 
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It  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  rale,  calling  npon  a  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  an  award  mmdm 
in  his  favour  should  not  be  set  aside,  that  the  arbitrator  allowed  the  plaintiff^s  counsel  to  call 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  own  case, — that,  after  the  case  bad  been  closed  on  both  sides,  he 
obtained  information  from  each  party  in  the  absence  of  the  other— and  that,  after  the  hearing, 
and  before  making  his  award,  he  dined  with  one  of  the  parties  and  his  witnesses. 

W.  H.  Watson  moved  to  set  aside  an  award,  on  the  ground  of 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbitrator.  The  alleged  misconduct  was, 
that  the  arbitrator  (a  layman)  had  intimated  an  intention  to  take  a  legal 
opinion  as  to  the  admissibility  of  certain  evidence  which  he  had  received, 
upon  an  objection  taken  to  it,  without  deciding  whether  or  not  he  would 
ultimately  act  upon  it ;  that  he  had  allowed  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to 
call  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  own  case ;  that  he  had,  after  the  case  was 
finished  on  both  sides,  obtained  information,  as  to  a  particular  fact,  from 
each  party,  in  the  absence  of  the  other ;  and  that,  after  the  hearing, 
and  before  making  his  award,  he  dined  at  the  inn,  in  company  with  the 
plaintiff  and  his  witnesses.  It  was  submitted,  that  the  arbitrator  was 
bound  to  decide  the  case  upon  his  own  sole  judgment ;  and  that,  as  the 
latter  objection  would  have  been  fatal  in  the  case  of  a  juryman,  for  the 
same  reason  it  should  be  so  likewise  in  the  case  of  an  arbitrator. 

Per  curiam.{a)  Nothing  that  is  alleged  here  sustains  the  charge  of 
misconduct.  To  induce  the  court  to  interfere  on  such  a  ground,  it  must 
be  something  more  than  mere  suspicion.  Rule  refused. 

(a)  WxLDB,  C.  J.,  was  abeent,  on  account  of  mdispoQtioii. 
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upon  a  ralo  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  sta- 
ting "  he  had  not  had  an  opportunity  of  seeing  the  plaintiff,  who  resided  some  distance  from 
him,  and  that  he  verily  believed  the  plaintiff  was  not  qnite  prepared  with  sufficient  evidenoe. 
to  go  to  trial  earlier," — was  held  to  present  a  sufficient  excuse  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
charge the  rule  upon  giving  a  peremptory  undertaking. 

Otter  showed  cause  against  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit, upon  an  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  alleging,  by  way  of 
excuse  for  not  having  proceeded  to  trial,  that  ^^  he  had  not  had  an  op- 
portunity of  seeing  the  plaintiff,  who  resided  at  some  distance  from  the 
deponent,  and  that  he  verily  believed  the  plaintiff  was  not  quite  prepared 
with  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  trial  earlier."  He  referred  to  Drams 
V.  Riiiselly  10  Jurist,  392,  where  it  was  held,  upon  the  authority  of  Doe 
d.  Ringer  v.  BhUy  8  Dowl.  P.  G.  18,  to  be  a  sufficient  excuse  for  not 
proceeding  to  trial  after  notice,  that  ^'  it  was  necessary  to  countermand 
the  notice  of  trial,  from  difficulties  in  procuring  the  requisite  evidence  lA 
support  of  the  plaintiff's  case." 
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Bevanj  oontri,  sabmitted  that  the  affidavit  diadosed  no  excuse  at  all. 

Maulb,  J.  The  court  of  Queen's  Bench  seem  to  have  thought  such, 
an  excuse  sufficient ;  and  we  are  not  disposed  to  differ  from  them  in 
such  a  trifle*    The  rule  must  be  discharged,  upon  the  usual  undertaking. 

Rule  discharged. 


*EDWARD  LENDUS  t;.  BRADWELL.    Jan.  29.      ['SSS 

A  ImU  of  axchangei  addreMed  to  the  defendtnt  by  tbo  name  of  "  William  B.,'*  was  accepted  by 
hia  wife,  by  writing  aoroas  it,  her  own  name,  "  Mary  B.*'  There  was  no  evidence  of  any 
ezpreaa  authority  in  the  wife  ao  to  accept  the  bill ;  but,  on  its  being  presented  to  the  husband, 
after  it  had  become  due,  he  said  he  knew  all  about  it,  that  the  biU  was  a  millinery  bill  (for 
which  the  husband  appeared  to  be  liable),  and  that  he  would  pay  it  very  ahortly : — Held^ 
that  he  was  liable  as  acceptor. 

ABflUKFfiiT.  The  first  count  stated,  that,  on  the  12th  of  August,  1844, 
one  William  Lindus  made  bis  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and4urected  the 
same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  defendant  to  pay  to  the 
order  of  him,  the  said  William  Lindus,  SO/.,  two  months  afber  the  date 
tkefeof ;  that  this  period  had  elapsed;  that  the  defendant  accepted  the 
flaid  bill ;  and  that  the  said  William  Lindus  indorsed  the  same  to  the 
plaintifi^  &e. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  3<U.,  for  money  alleged  to  be  due  upon  an 
aecoont  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  as  to  the  first  count,  that  he  did  not  accept 
the  said  bill,  and,  to  the  second  count,  non  assumpsit.    Issue  thereon. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Maulb,  J.,  at  the  second  sitting  for  Mid- 
dlesex, in  last  Easter  term.  It  appeared  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by 
William  Lindus,  and  addressed  to  the  defendant  as  William  Bradwell 
(his  true  name  being  William  David  Bradwell,),  but  that  it  was  accepted 
by  the  defendant's  wife,  in  her  own  name,  ^'Mary  Bradwell."  There 
was  no  evidence  that  this  was  done  by  her  with  her  husband's  authority. 
Bat  one  Henry  Lindus,  another  brother  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  called 
as  a  witness,  stated,  that,  on  the  7th  of  February  last,  he  saw  the  defend- 
ant on  the  subject  of  the  bill,  which  he  then  exhibited  to  the  defendant, 
who,  after  looking  at  it,  said — ^^  I  know  all  about  it :  it  is  accepted  by  my 
wife  :  it  is  one  of  those  millinery  bills,  for  transactions  with  Mrs.  Beece : 
I  will  pay  it  very  shortly." 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  *the  count  p^i-^ « 
on  the  bill  was  distinctly  disproved ;  and  that  there  was  no  case  ^ 
to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  account  stated,  for,  that  a  promise  to  pay,  in 
the  absence  of  any  original  liability,  was  a  mere  nudum  pactum. 

The  learned  judge,  however,  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest  (32/.  79.),  reserving  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  him  upon  either  or 
both  issues,— or,  if  the  court  should  think  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recover 
upon  the  account  stated  only,  to  reduce  the  damages  to  802. 

2h2 
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Talfourdy  Seijt.,  in  Easter  term,  moved  accordingly.  Neither  comit 
iras  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  bill  was,  in  fact,  drawn  by  one  person 
and  accepted  by  another.  In  Polhill  v.  Walter j  3  B.  &;  Ad.  114,  it  is 
broadly  laid  down  ^Uhat  no  one  can  be  liable  as  acceptor  but  the  person 
to  whom  the  bill  is  addressed,  unless  he  be  an  acceptor  for  honour."  In 
Davis  V.  Clarke^  6  Q.  B.  16,  John  H|irt  drew  a  bill  payable  to  himself  or 
order,  addressed  to  John  Hart:  the  defendant  wrote  across  it,  ^^ accepted, 
n.  J.  Clarke  :*'  and  it  was  held  that  Clarke  could  not  be  sued  as  acceptor 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  directed  to  him.  Lord  Dbkmak  there  says: 
^^  There  is  no  authority,  either  in  the  English  law,  or  the  general  law- 
merchant,  for  holding  a  party  to  be  liable  as  acceptor  upon  a  bill 
addressed  to  another.  We  must  take  it  on  this  instrument,  that  the 
defendant  is  different  from  the  party  to  whom  it  is  addressed.  Pd" 
hill  V.  TTofter,  and  Jackson  v.  Hudsofiy  2  Campb.  447,  are  anthori 
ties  showing  that  the  defendant  here  cannot  be  sued  as  acceptor. 
In  Jackson  v.  Hudson,  Lord  Ellbnbobouoh  treated  an  acceptance 
by  a  party  not  addressed,  as  ^contrary  to  the  usage  and  custom  of 
^^05-1  ^merchants.' "    And  CoLERmaE,  J.,  says :  ^^  The  safe  course  is, 

-'  to  adhere  to  the  mercantile  rule,  that  an  acceptance  can  be  made 
only  by  the  party  addressed,  or  for  his  honour."  The  present  case  is 
the  converse  of  that.  There  being  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  ever 
authorised  his  wife  to  accept  this  bill,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what 
principle  he  can  be  charged  as  the  acceptor.  [Wilde,  C.  J.,  referred 
to  Appleton  v.  BinkSj  6  East,  148,  1  J.  P.  Smith,  861,  where  it  was 
held  that  one  who  covenants  for  himself,  his  heirs,  &;c.,  and  under  his 
own  hand  and  seal,  for  the  act  of  another,  shall  be  personally  bound  by 
his  covenant,  though  he  describe  himself  in  the  deed  as  covenanting  for 
and  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  such  other  person.]  In  Barlow  v.  Bishop, 
1  East,  432,  it  was  held,  that,  though  a  note  were  given  to  a  married 
woman,  knowing  her  to  be  such,  with  intent  that  she  should  indorse  it 
to  the  plaintiff,  in  payment  of  a  debt  which  she  owed  him  (in  the  course 
of  carrying  on  a  trade  in  her  own  name,  by  the  consent  of  her  husband), 
yet  the  property  in  the  note,  vested  in  the  husband  by  the  delivery  to 
the  wife,  and  no  interest  passed  by  her  indorsement  to  the  plaintiff;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  upon  the  money  counts  under  such 
circumstances.  "It  is  clear,"  said  Lord  Ellekborough,  "that  the 
delivery  of  the  note  to  the  wife,  vested  the  interest  in  her  husband ;  and, 
as  he  permitted  her  to  carry  on  trade  on  her  own  account,  and  this  was 
a  transaction  in  the  course  of  that  trade,  if  she  had  indorsed  the  note  in 
the  name  of  her  husband,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  that  would  not 
have  availed ;  as  many  acts  of  this  nature  may  be  done  by  a  power  of 
attorney,  and  the  jury  might  have  presumed  what  was  necessary  in 
favour  of  an  authority  from  her  husband  for  this  purpose.  But  the  in- 
^5861  ^^^^°^^^^  being  *in  her  own  name,  it  is  quite  impossible  to  say 

-'  that  she  could  pass  away  the  interest  of  her  husband  by  it." 
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[Crbbswbll,  J.,  referred  to  Ootei  v.  DavUj  1  Campb.  485,  where  It  was 
held,  that,  if  a  promissory  note  be  made  payable  to  a  married  woman, 
and  she  indorses  it,  for  value,  in  her  own  name,  and  the  maker  after- 
wards promises  to  pay  it, — ^in  an  action  against  him  by  the  indorsee,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  nominal  payee  had  authority  from  her  hus- 
band to  indorse  the  note  in  thatform^  and  the  indorsement  will  be  con- 
sidered as  vesting  a  legal  title  to  the  note  in  the  plaintiff.]  In  that  case, 
Lord  Ellenbobouqh  puts  it  upon  the  ground  of  estoppel.  In  Prestwiek 
7.  MaT%hall,  7  Bingh.  565,  5  M.  &;  P.  518,  4  C.  &  P.  594,  the  bill  was 
indorsed  by  the  wife,  with  the  consent  of  her  husband :  and,  in  Prince 
V.  BrunatUj  1 N.  0. 435, 1  Scott,  842,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  882,  the  replication 
alleged,  that  the  bill  had  been  drawn  and  indorsed  by  the  husband's 
authority. 

A  promise  to  pay,  where  there  was  no  original  liability,  is  niidum 
pactum^  and  will  not  suppost  an  account  stated.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Can 
that  be  said,  where  the  bill  is  given  for  goods  supplied  to  the  wife?]  If 
the  goods  had  been  supplied  by  the  plaintiff y  taking  it  altogether,  the 
evidence  might  have  supported  the  account  stated.  [V.  Willums,  J. 
In  Cocking  v.  Ward,  1  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  858,  a  promise  to  pay  money 
which  in  strictness  the  defendant  was  not  legally  bound  to  pay,  was  held 
to  sapport  an  account  stated.  Wilde,  C.  J.  Although  the  defendant 
was  not  liable  to  the  present  plaintiff  for  the  millinery  bill,  yet,  inasmuch 
as  payment  of  the  bill  would  discharge  his  liability  on  that  account,  a 
promise  to  pay  would  surely  support  the  account  stated.]  Mrs.  Reece 
was  no  party  to  the  bill.  It  woidd  seem  that  she  had  been  paid  her  debt 
by  money  raised  by  means  of  this  and  other  bills. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

^ Simon  now  showed  cause.  Gote%  v.  Davie  is  expressly  in  point.  r4c5Q>7 
That  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  the  maker  of  a  pro- 
missory note  for  24?.  17«.,  payable  to  "Mrs.  Carter,  or  order,'*  and  in- 
dorsed by  her  in  the  name  of  "  M.  Carter.''  When  the  note  was  presented 
for  payment,  the  defendant  said  it  should  be  paid  in  a  few  days ;  and  he 
afterwards  asked  for  time.  On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  proposed 
to  prove  that  Mrs.  Carter,  the  payee,  was  the  wife  of  a  man  of  the  name 
of  Cole,  who  was  still  alive ;  and  it  was  contended,  that  no  title  to  a  bill 
of  exchange  or  promissory  note  could  be  made  through  the  indorsement 
of  a  feme  covert ;  and  that,  what  is  said  by  a  party  not  previously  liable, 
after  the  bill  has  become  due,  is  immaterial.  But  Lord  Ellenborouqh 
said :  "The  husband  may  authorise  the  wife  to  indorse  bills  of  exchange 
or  promissory  notes  as  his  agent :  and,  after  the  acknowledgments  and 
promises  of  the  defendant,(a)  it  may  reasonably  be  presumed,  against 

(a)  The  presumption  would  appear  to  ariBO  fix>ni  the  privity  existing  between  the  maker  and 
the  payee.  The  maker  might  well  be  presumed  to  be  conusant  of  the  extent  of  the  powers  of 
indorsing  vested  in  the  party  to  whom  he  had  made  himaelf  made  the  note  payable.  But  for 
the  existence  of  this  privity,  the  acknowledgments  and  promises  might  have  been  made  in 
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liim,  that  Mrs.  Carter  had  authority  from  her  husband  to  indorse  the 
note  in  question."  And,  upon  its  being  suggested,  that  the  indorsement 
ought,  in  that  case,  to  have  been  in  the  name  of  the  husband,  his  lord- 
ship added:  "We  may  fairly  carry  the  presumption  one  step  further, 
and  presume  that  the  husband  authorised  her  to  indorse  notes  in  the 
name  by  which  she  herself  passed  in  the  world.  The  defendant  is  now 
estopped  from  contesting  her  authority  for  this  indorsement."  The 
authority  of  that  case  is  recognised  in  Presttvick  v.  Marshall  and  Prince 
•5881  ^'  ^^^^^'  ^^  J)avis  •v.  Clarice^  the  bill  was  addressed  to  a 
^  party  totally  different  from  the  person  who  accepted. 
Talfourd  and  Byle9y  Serjts.,  and  Swann^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
defendant  clearly  is  not  liable  upon  this  bill.  The  most  direct  authority 
upon  the  subject  is  an  American  case,  of  Pentz  v.  Stanton^  10  Wend. 
R.  271,  cited  in  Story  on  Agency,  125,  n.  (8),  where  ati  agent  drew  a 
bill  for  a  purchase  of  goods  on  account  of  his  principal,  and  signed  the 
bill  "A.  B.,  agent,"  not  stating  the  name  of  his  principal ;  and  it  w&s 
held,  that  he,  and  not  his  ^principal,  was  personally  bound,  as  drawer.(a) 
In  Leadhitter  v.  FarroWj  5  M.  &  S.  845,  where  the  point  arose  inciden- 
tally, HoLROTD,  J.,  said :  "  I  apprehend  that  no  action  would  lie  on  the 
bill,  except  against  those  who  are  the  parties  to  it."  There  is  a  distinc- 
tion, in  this  respect,  between  bills  of  exchange  and  other  written  instru- 
ments. In  Bvk  T.  Morrelly  12  Ad.  k  E.  745,  the  plaintiff  declared  on 
a  bill  of  exchange  made  by  R.  P.,  directed  to  A.,  B.,  C,  D.,  E.,  and  F., 
and  accepted  by  them.  A.,  B.,  and  G.  pleaded, — ^first,  that  R.  P.  did  not 
make  the  bill,  in  manner  and  form,  &c., — secondly,  that  A.,  B.,  and  C. 
did  not  accept,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  upon  which  issue  was  joined ; 
and  there  was  judgment  by  default  against  D.,  E.,  and  F.  The  bill  pro- 
duced at  the  trial  was  drawn  upon  the  directors  of  the  J.  S.  company,  and 
accepted,  "for  the  company,"  by  D.  and  E.,  signing  as  directors.  F. 
signed  his  name  with  theirs,  as  "manager :"  all  the  defendants  were  share- 
holders, and  all  but  F.  were  directors.  The  jury  found  that  F.,  as  manager, 
was  not  an  acceptor  of  the  bill :  it  was  not  put  to  them  to  say  (nor  did 
♦5891  ^^^^^''^^  desire  that  they  should  be  asked)  whether  or  not  D.  and 
E.  had  authority  to  bind  the  company  by  acceptances.  A  verdict 
having  been  entered  for  the  plaintiffs, — upon  a  motion  to  enter  a  non- 
suit, it  was  held  that  F.  was  not,  in  point  of  law,  liable  as  an  acceptor, 
either  by  his  having  actually  signed  his  name  with  those  of  D.  and  E., 
or  by  their  having  accepted  the  bill  as  directors  of  a  company  in  which 
he  held  shares ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  failed  on  both  issues.  There, 
F.  was  a  principal,  and  as  such  would  have  been  bound,  if  it  had  been 
an  ordinary  written  instrument.     In  Davi$  v.  Clarkey  6  Q.  B.  16,  Lord 

ignorance  of  any  want  of  capacity  to  indorse.    In  the  caae  of  Cote9  ▼.  Davi»,  the  defendant  had, 
by  his  own  act,  aocredited  the  payee  as  being  a  person  who  had  capacity  to  indorse. 

(a)  But  the  principal  was  held  liable  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  on  a  count  for  goods  sold 
and  delivered,  as  the  form  of  the  bill  showed  that  aidosife  credit  had  not  been  gifen  to  the 
agent. 
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Dknman  says :  "  There  is  no  authority,  either  in  the  English  law  or  the 
general  law-merchant,  for  holding  a  party  to  be  liable  as  acceptor,  upon 
a  bill  addressed  to  another."  And  Coleridge,  J.,  says :  "  The  safe  course 
is,  to  adhere  to  the  mercantile  rule,  that  an  acceptance  can  be  made  only 
by  the  party  addressed,  or  for  his  honour.  Here,  the  last  is  not  pre- 
tended ;  and  the  first  cannot  be  presumed."  [Maulb,  J.  Suppose  the 
defendant  authorised  his  wife  to  accept  the  bill  for  him  in  the  name  of 
"Mary  Bradwell,"  would  he  not  be  liable?  Here,  knowing  that  she 
has  done  so,  he  acknowledges  his  liability  upon  the  bill.  May  we  not 
assume  that  the  law,  as  to  how  far  a  wife  may,  by  her  acceptance,  bind 
her  husband,  though  doubtful  to  us,  was  perfectly  well  known  to  him  ?] 
When  the  bill  is  shown  to  him  he  merely  says — "  I  know  all  about  it :  it 
is  my  wife's  acceptance."  [Maule,  J.,  Adding — "I  will  pay  it  very 
shortly."]  That  was  no  admission  of  liability;  it  was  a  mere  void  pro- 
mise. There  is  no  authority  for  the  position,  that  a  man  may  be  held 
liable  as  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  where  the  bill  i^  accepted  in 
a  name  which  is,  and  which  is  intended  to  be,  the  name  of  another 
person. 

^Unless  the  defendant's  liability  upon  the  bill  is  established,  r-^t^Qr^ 
he  clearly  cannot  be  liable  upon  the  account  stated.  The  pro-  ^ 
mise  could  only  be  applied  to  the  bill  which  was  the  subject  of  the  de- 
mand at  the  time.  The  admission  of  liability,  was  an  admission  of  a 
liability  to  Mrs.  Reece.  [Mattle,  J.  The  admission  was  a  little  equivo- 
cal ;  but  still  it  pointed  to  this  particular  bill.] 

Maulb,  J.  (a)  In  this  case  much  learning  and  ingenuity  were  dis- 
played at  the  trial  in  discussing  the  liability  of  the  defendant  upon  the 
particular  form  of  acceptance.  Without  expressing  any  opinion  upon 
the  matter,  I  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  it  for  him,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  he  was  not  liable.  Upon  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  to  the 
very  elaborate  argument  we  have  heard,  I  think  the  defendant  is  bound 
by  the  acceptance  of  his  wife.  The  evidence  of  Henry  Lindus  shows, 
that  the  defendant  represented  himself  to  be  a  person  bound  by  the  bill, 
after  his  attention  had  been  particularly  called  to  it.  He  says  he  knows 
all  about  it,  that  it  is  accepted  by  his  wife,  and  mentions  the  particular 
transaction  out  of  which  it  grew,  and  promises  to  pay  it  shortly.  The 
irresistible  inferenco  from  this,  is,  that  he  considers  the  bill  as  one  that 
he  is  liable  to  pay.  He,  in  effect,  says  that  his  wife  was  authorised  by 
him  to  accept  this  particular  bill  in  the  way  she  did.  At  any  rate,  the 
conversation  fairly  admits  of  that  inference.  He  sees  that  his  wife  has 
written  her  own  name  across  the  bill,  and  recognises  it  as  done  by  his 
authority.  The  question  is,  whether  it  is  competent  to  a  man  to  ^ve 
his  wife  such  an  authority.  Cotes  v.  Davis, — a  case  that  has  been  since 
recognised, — seems  to  be  a  strong  authority  upon  the  subject.  But, 
(a)  WiLDB,  C.  J.,  was  abeent,  on  •cooimt  of  inditposition. 

VOL.  v. — 47 
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^f-q^-^  upon  principle,  *it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
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plaintiff's  recovering  upon  this  bill.    The  acceptance  is  in  writing. 


and  therefore  satisfies  the  statute  1  &  2  G.  4,  c.  78.  K  a  man  says  to 
his  wife, — accept  such  a  bill,  drawn  upon  me,  in  your  own  name, — ^onlefis 
he  intends  to  be  bound  by  that,  he  means  nothing.  Unless  such  an 
acceptance  operates  to  charge  him,  it  has  no  operation  at  all.  The  de- 
fendant clearly  meant  to  bind  himself,  if,  in  point  of  law,  he  could  do  so. 
It  is  said  that  a  drawee  cannot  bind  himself  otherwise  than  by  writing 
his  name  on  the  bill.  But  suppose  the  drawee,  with  his  own  hand, 
accepts  the  bill  by  writing  another  name  across  it,  will  he  not  be  liable  ? 
Here,  the  defendant  has,  by  the  hand  of  his  wife,  written  ^'  Mary  Brad- 
well"  on  the  bill.  If  he  had  done  that  with  his  own  hand,  it  clearly 
would  have  been  his  own  acceptance :  and  I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  that 
makes  such  an  authority  void.  It  is  difficult  to  say,  that,  if  the  defend- 
ant had  written  his  true  name,  William  David  Bradwell,  across  the  bill, 
that  would  not  have  been  an  acceptance  that  would  bind  him ;  and  yet, 
inasmuch  as  that  would  not  be  the  name  in  which  it  was  addressed,  if 
the  argument  of  the  defendant's  counsel  is  well  founded,  he  would  not  be 
liable.  I  admit  that  nobody  but  the  defendant  could  accept  this  bill  so 
as  to  charge  him :  but  he  has  accepted  it  by  the  hand,  and  in  the  name, 
of  his  wife :  and  that,  I  think,  is  a  sufficient  acceptance  to  bind  him. 

Oresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Gates  v.  Davis  involves  a 
principle  that  goes  very  nearly  the  whole  length  of  what  we  are  now 
deciding.  There,  an  indorsement  by  a  married  woman,  was  held  suffi- 
cient to  pass  the  property  in  a  note,  which  could  only  pass  by  the  hus- 
band's indorsement, — ^as  also  appears  from  Barlow  v.  Bishop.  In  Cotes 
^-Q^-.  V.  BaviSj  it  was  objected,  •that  no  title  to  a  bill  of  exchange  or 
^  promissory  note  could  be  made  through  the  indorsement  of  a 
feme  covert,  and  that  what  the  defendant  did  after  the  bill  had  become 
due,  must  be  immaterial,  if  he  was  not  previously  liable.  But  Lord 
Ellbnborough  said :  '^  The  husband  may  authorise  the  wife  to  indorse 
bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  notes  as  his  agent;  and  after  the 
acknowledgments  and  promises  (a)  of' the  defendant  in  this  case,  it  may 
reasonably  be  presumed  against  him,  that  Mrs.  Garter  had  authority 
from  her  husband  to  indorse  the  note  in  question."  And  he  further 
says :  '^  We  may  fairly  carry  the  presumption  one  step  further,  and  pre- 
sume that  the  husband  authorised  her  to  indorse  notes  in  the  name  by 
which  she  herself  passed  in  the  world."  Still,  it  must  be  the  husband's 
indorsement.  That  principle  was  again  recognised  in  Presttvick  v.  Mar- 
shall and  Prince  v.  Brunatte,  The  jury  must  be  assumed  to  have  found 
here,  that  the  wife  had  authority  to  accept  this  bill :  and,  as  the  defend- 
ant, by  his  subsequent  conduct,  showed  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the 
mode  in  which  the  authority  had  been  exercised,  we  must  likewise  assume 
that  the  jury  also  found  that  he  authorised  her  to  bind  him  in  that  par- 

(a)  Vide  supra,  587,  n. 
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ticnlar  way.  It  is  by  no  means  an  nnasual  thing  for  a  bill  of  exchange 
to  be  drawn  upon  persons  trading  under  a  style  that  corresponds  with 
the  name  of  no  one  member  of  the  existing  firm ;  and  yet  bills  so  drawn 
and  so  accepted,  are  perfectly  good.(a)  So,  here,  the  bill  having  been 
accepted,  and  in  this  form,  by  the  authority  of  the  defendant,  he  is 
clearly  liable  upon  it. 

V.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  rule  cannot  be 
made  absolute,  if  there  was  any  evidence  of  an  acceptance  by  the  de- 
fendant. I  think  there  was  •abundant  evidence  of  authority  by  p^^^go 
the  defendant  to  his  wife  to  accept  this  bill  in  the  manner  sho  did.  ^ 
The  case  of  OoUb  v.  JDaviSy — ^recognised  as  it  has  been  by  Prestwiek  v. 
Mar%haU  and  Prince  v.  Brunatte^ — shows  that,  if  the  husband  authorises 
this  particular  mode  of  acceptance,  he  is  bound  by  it. 

Rule  discharged. 

(a)  See  Scott  y.  Chappdaw,  4  M.  &  6.  336, 5  Scott,  N.  R.  148.  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  78. 


HATWARD  V.  BENNETT.    Jan.  26. 

To  aa  action  in  G.  P.  by  A.,  obligee,  against  B.,  obligor,  on  a  bond  given  under  the  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  a.  8,  B.  pleaded,  that,  after  the  making  of  the  bond,  A.  brought  an  action,  and 
recovered  judgment,  against  C,  the  principal  debtor,  in  B.  R.,  and  issued  a  ca.  sa.,  under 
which  C.  was  taken ;  that  C,  before  the  time  for  rendering  according  to  the  practice  of  that 
court,  was,  according  to  auch  practice,  arrested  under  the  writ,  and  was  detained  in  execu- 
tion, in  custody,  under  the  writ,  upon  the  judgment  so  recovered,  and  according  to  such  prac< 
tice,— ^which  practice,  then,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  bond,  existed 
vDtil  and  ^ter  the  return  day  of  the  ea.  as. ;  that,  from  the  recovery  of  the  judgment,  until  C. 
was  ao  arrested,  C.  was  alwaya  ready  and  williug  to  render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the 
goaler  of  the  court,  according  to  the  said  practice ;  that,  by  reason  of  C.  having  been  so  ar- 
rested and  detained  in  execution,  and  of  the  premises,  C.  was,  by  such  practice,  diacharged 
from  rendering  himself  according  to  the  condition ;  and  that  the  defendant,  and  D.,  hia  co- 
surety, were,  as  such  sureties,  by  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  discharged  from  rendering 
C.  according  to  the  condition. 

SemiU,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  not  showing  that  C.  had  been  prevented  by  A.  from  rendering, 
or  that  it  had  become  impoaaible  that  C.  should  render. 

Debt,  upon  a  joint  and  several  bond  for  18687.  IO9.  3d.,  given  by  the 
defendant  and  two  others,  under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  8. 

The  condition  of  the  bond  was,  that,  if  Henry  Hales  (the  principal) 
paid  unto  James. Hayward  (the  plaintiff),  his  executors,  administrators, 
or  assigns,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  should  be  recovered  against 
Urn  the  said  Henry  Hales  and  one  John  Heffer,  or  against  the  said 
Henry  Hales,  in  any  action  which  had  been  brought,  or  should  there- 
after be  brought,  for  the  recovery  of  the  *said  alleged  debt, 
together  with  such  costs  as  should  be  given  in  the  same,  or  should 
render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the  gaoler  of  the  court  in  which  such 
action  should  have  been  brought,  or  might  be  brought,  for  the  recovery 
of  the  said  alleged  debt,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  courts  or 
within  such  time,  and  in  such  manner,  as  the  said  court,  or  any  judge 
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thereof,  should  direct,  after  judgment  should  have  been  recovered  in 
such  action ;  then  the  said  obligation  should  be  void ;  but  otherwise  the 
same  should  stand  and  remain  in  full  force  and  effect. 

The  defendant  pleaded,(a)  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing 
obligatory,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
the  plaintiff  brought  and  commenced  an  action  against  John  Heffer  and 
Henry  Hales,  in  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  the  recovery  of  the 
said  alleged  debt :  that  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  of 
June,  1842,  recovered  in  the  said  action  924/.  Is.  for  debt  and  costs; 
that,  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  said  courts  to  wit,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1842, 
the  plaintiff  caused  to  be  issued  a  ca.  sa.  against  the  said  Henry  Hales, 
directed  to  the  sheriffs  of  London,  returnable  on  the  15th  of  November, 
&c. ;  that,  afterwards,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  to 
wit,  on  the  29th  of  October,  1842,  the  said  writ  was  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  said  sheriffs,  &c. ;  that  the  said  Henry  Hales,  before  the 
time  for  rendering  himself,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court 
and  the  said  condition,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  of  November,  1842,  was, 
according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  taken  and  arrested  by  the 
^^  -  said  sheriffs,  under  *the  said  writ,  and  was  then  kept  and  detained 
J  in  execution,  in  custody,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  at 
the  suit  of  the  said  plaintiff,  upon  the  said  judgment  so  recovered  as 
aforesaid,  and  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  which  practice 
then,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  ob- 
ligatory, existed  until  and  after  the  return  day  of  the  said  writ  of  ca.  so. 
for  a  long  space  of  time  thereafter,  to  wit,  hitherto, — of  all  which  pre- 
mises the  plaintiff  afterwards,  Jcc.  had  notice ;  that,  from  the  time  of  the 
recovery  of  the  said  judgment,  until  the  said  Henry  Hales  was  so  taken 
and  arrested  under  the  said  writ  of  ea.  sa.  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Henry 
Hales  was  always  ready  and  willing  to  render  himself  to  the  custody  of 
the  gaoler  of  the  sud  court,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  said  court 
and  the  said  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory;  and  that,  by  reason 
of  the  said  Henry  Hales  having  been  so  taken  and  arrested,  and  kept 
and  detained  in  execution  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  premises  aforesaid, 
the  said  Henry  Hales  was,  by  the  practice  of  the  said  court,  exonerated 
and  discharged  from  rendering  himself  to  the  gaoler  of  the  said  court, 
according  to  the  said  condition ;  and  that  the  defendant  and  Cope  (the 
other  surety),  by  reason,  &c.,  were,  as  such  sureties  as  aforesaid,  by  the 
said  practice  of  the  said  court,  exonerated  and  discharged  from  rendering 
the  said  Henry  Hales  to  the  gaoler  of  the  said  court,  according  to  the 
said  condition, — verification. 

Special  demurrer,  alleging  for  oause,  that  the  plea  was  ambiguous, 

(a)  This  was  a  substituted  plea,  which  the  court  allowed  the  defendant  to  plead*  after  judg- 
ment had  been  pronounced  for  the  plaintiff  on  demurrer  to  a  former  plea :  vide  3  Man..  6r.  & 
S.  pp.  404,  418. 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  595 

and  did  not  show  a  perfonnance  of  the  condition,  or  an  excuse  for  non- 
performance. 

Butt  (with  whom  was  PameU),  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  None  of 
the  objections  that  were  held  fatal  to  the  former  plea,  are  removed  bj 
this  plea.  The  ^practice  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench  cannot  r^^rgg 
alter  the  condition  of  the  bond,  or  make  that  an  excuse,  which 
otherwise  would  not  have  been  an  excuse :  the  plea  should  allege  per- 
formance distinctly.  The  court,  on  the  former  occasion,  suggested,  that, 
if  there  was  any  practice  of  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench  which  made  that 
which  has  occurred,  constitute  a  render  in  point  of  law,  it  should,  like 
foreign  law,  have  been  distinctly  alleged.  ^^We  think  it  clear,"  the 
court  say,  ^'that,  if  the  plea  is  to  be  looked  at  as  a  plea  of  performance, 
it  is  defective,  on  the  ground  pointed  out  in  the  demurrer;  for,  we 
cannot,  in  this  court,  take  notice  of  the  practice  of  the  court  of  Queen's 
Bench ;  and,  if  the  matters  pleaded  do  constitute  a  render  according  to 
the  practice  of  that  court,  that  should  have  been  made  matter  of  sub- 
stantive averment."  Nothing  of  the  sort  is  done  here.  If  the  circum- 
stances stated  do  amount  to  a  render,  the  plea  is  bad  for  the  reasons 
suggested  on  the  former  occasion. 

Talfaurdf  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Ogle),  contr&.  The  former  plea  was 
held  bad  for  presenting  two  defences.  It  was  argued,  upon  the  authority 
of  the  doctrine  in  Go.  Litt.  206,  a.,(a)  that  the  plea  was  a  plea  in  ezcuse^ 
the  plaintiff  having,  by  his  own  act,  made  it  impossible  for  the  principal 
to  perform  the  condition  of  the  bond.  It  was  objected  that  the  plea  did 
simply  and  singly  so  allege.  The  present  plea  was  framed  in  accordance 
with  that  suggestion.  The  plea  relies  wholly  upon  matter  of  excuse ;  with 
respect  to  performance,  it  is  altogether  silent :  it  is  framed,  in  terms,  upon 
the  condition.  A  plea,  that  the  principal  did  duly  render  ^'according  to 
*the  practice  of  the  court,"  would  hardly  be  considered  bad.  [^Butt,  i-«5Qi7 
There  is  such  a  plea  upon  this  record ;  and  issue  is  joined  upon 
it.]  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  the  practice  of  the  court  could  be 
otherwise  alleged  than  it  is  here.  [Maulb,  J.  There  is  no  direct  alle- 
gation that  the  performance  of  the  condition  was  rendered  impossible 
by  the  act  of  the  obligee.  The  plea  does  not  state  that  Hales  was  pre- 
vented from  rendering,  or  that  it  became  imposiibh  for  him  to  render ; 
but  merely  that,  by  the  practice  of  the  court,  he  was  exonerated  and 
dueharged  from  rendering  himself  according  to  the  condition  of  the 
bond.]  The  conirt  will  be  presumed  to  know,  as  a  matter  of  general  law, 
that,  if  a  plaintiff  thinks  fit  to  issue  a  writ,  and  to  cause  the  defendant 
to  be  arrested  upon  it,  so  as  to  give  the  former  the  highest  satisfaction 
known  to  the  law,  he  cannot  complain  of  the  defendant's  not  doing  some- 
Co)  That  "in  all  eaaes  where  ■  condition  of  a  bond,  recognisance,  &c.,  is  possible  at  tha 
tims  of  the  making  of  the  condition,  and  before  the  same  can  be  performed,  the  condition 
becomes  impossible  by  the  act  of  God,  or  of  the  law,  or  of  the  Migg$,  &«.,  there  the  obliga* 
tion.  Slc.,  is  saved.'* 
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thing  which  is  not  only  quite  superfluous,  but  is  rendered  absolutely  im- 
possible of  performance  by  reason  of  his  own  act.  [Mavle,  J.  The 
plea  does  not  aver,  that,  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff,  it  became  impoiribk 
for  Hales  to  render.  I  doubt  whether,  by  the  practice  of  the  court,  a 
man  who  has  been  taken  under  a  ea.  sa.  can  say  "  I  surrender."]  The 
court  will  probably  allow  the  defendant  to  amend  the  plea  by  aDeging 
more  distinctly  the  impossibility  to  render.  [V.  Williams,  J.  Sup- 
pose you  state  the  facts,  and  then  conclude, — per  quod  it  became  im- 
possible, by  the  practice  of  the  court,  for  Hales  to  render.  It  would 
then  be  matter  of  legal  intendment,  and  not  traversable.]  The  court,  on 
the  former  occasion,  treated  it  as  an  averment  that  might  be  traversed. 
[Maule,  J.  Where  matter  is  in  itself  traversable,  it  is  not  the  less  so 
because  introduced  by  a  per  quod.']  That  was  so  held  by  this  court  in 
Price  V.  Belchevy  3  Man.  Gr,  &  S.  68. 

*5981       *^^^'    ^^  V^^^  having  been  added  after  judgment,  and  as  a 
very  special  favour,  the  court  will  hardly  be  disposed  further  to 
extend  the  permission  to  amend. 

Maule,  J.  There  is  not  such  a  total  absence  of  merits  in  this  case, 
as  to  induce  us  to  refuse  the  amendment  prayed.  The  plea  may  be 
amended,  on  the  same  terms  as  before.  Rule  accordingly. 
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Where  a  Tessel  ib  sunk  by  accident,  and  without  any  default  in  the  owner  or  hia  aerrant,  in  9 
navigable  river,  and  remains  there  under  water,  no  duty  ia  ordinarily  caat  upon  the  owner  to 
uae  any  precaution,  by  placing  a  buoy  or  otherwiae,  to  prevent  other  veaaela  from  atriking 
against  it.  The  owner  ia  therefore  not  liable  to  an  indictment,  or  to  an  action  at  the  suit  of 
a  party  sustaining  special  damage,  in  respect  of  such  omission. 

Where  a  declaration,  aAer  atating  certain  fact^,  allegea  that  it  thermpon  became  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  do  a  certain  act,  such  allegation  is  to  be  understood  as  a  mere  exposition  of 
the  legal  liability  supposed  to  result  from  the  previously  stated  facts,— as,  an  assertion  that 
the  defendant  became  thereby  bound  by  law  to  do  the  act,— end  not  as  a  distinct  substantive 
allegation. 

In  anch  a  case,  the  word  "  thereupon"  is  to  be  understood  not  merely  as  "  afterwarda,*'  but  as 
equivalent  to  "  thereby.*' 

Unless  the  duty  results,  im  aU  caaet,  from  the  facts,  a  declaration  ao  framed  is  bad  in  sub- 


The  allegation  of  duty  is  superfluous,  where  the  facts  stated  show  a  legal  liability,  and  it  is 
useless  where  they  do  not. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  the  happening  of  the 
damage  and  injury  therein  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  June,  1845, 
a  certain  barge  of  *the  defendant, — and  of  which  the  defendant  r-^^r^f^r^ 
was  then  in  possession,  and  over  which  the  defendant,  by  his  1- 
mariners  and  servants  in  that  behalf  provided,  then  had  the  care,  ma> 
nagement,  direction,  and  control, — ^foundered,  sank,  and  went  to  the 
bottom,  in  a  certain  navigable  river  in  England,  to  wit,  the  river  Thames, 
at  and  in  a  certain  navigable  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  said  river, 
where  no  obstruction  to  the  navigation  previously  existed  (the  said  part 
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of  the  said  river,  then  and  from  thence  to  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  and  still,  being  a  public  highway  for  all  persons  to  navigate  and 
pass  and  repass  by  and  with  boats,  barges,  steam-boats,  and  other 
vessels,  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  and  in  and  along  which  divers 
steam-boats  and  other  vessels  lawfully  might,  and  had  been  and  were 
used  and  accustomed,  daily,  and  at  all  times  of  the  day,  to  be  navigated, 
and  pass  and  repass  without  obstruction),  and  the  said  barge  of  the 
defendant  having  so  sunk  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
aforesaid,  the  same  then  lay  in  the  said  river,  in  the  said  navigable  part 
and  place  of  and  in  the  same,  under  water  there,  wholly  covered  and 
concealed  and  out  of  view,  and  in  such  a  position,  and  at  such  a  depth, 
that  vessels,  in  navigating,  and  passing  in,  along,  and  over  the  said  place 
where  the  said  barge  so  lay  sunk  as  aforesaid,  would  necessarily  strike 
against  the  same,  and  thereby,  while  the  said  barge  so  continued  and 
was  sunk  and  lying  in  the  said  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  said  river  as 
*^ni  1   ^^^^^9^^^>  vessels  during  that  time  navigating  *and  passing  in  and 

-I  along  the  said  part  of  the  said  river,  vrithout  the  persons  navi- 
gating and  directing  the  same  having  notice  of  the  said  sunken  barge  so 
lying  and  being  there,  would  necessarily  be,  and  were,  liable  to  and  in 
danger,  in  so  navigating  and  passing,  of  striking  vrith  great  force  and 
violence  upon  and  against  the  said  sunken  barge,  and  of  being  thereby 
greatly  damaged  and  injured ;  that,  of  all  the  premises,  the  defendant, 
before  the  happening  of  the  damage  and  injury  thereinafter  mentioned, 
had  notice,  and  thereupon  it  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant, 
while  the  said  barge  so  continued  and  was  sunk  and  lying  under  water 
in  the  said  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  said  river  as  aforesaid,  to  take 
and  use  due  and  proper  care  and  precautions  to  prevent  and  guard 
against  the  said  danger  to  vessels  during  that  time  navigating  and 
passing  in  and  along  the  said  part  of  the  said  river,  by  giving  due  notice 
and  warning  of  the  said  danger,  by  means  of  a  proper  and  suificient 
buoy,  or  other  proper  and  suflScient  mark  or  signal,  or  otherwise,  to 
persons  navigating  and  directing  the  said  vessels,  or  by  other  due  and 
proper  means  in  that  behalf:  Averment,  that  the  defendant,  well  know- 
ing the  premises,  suffered  and  permitted  the  said  barge  to  be  and  con- 
tinue sunk  and  lying,  and  the  same  did  continue  sunk  and  lying,  in 
the  said  river,  in  the  said  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  same,  under 
water  there,  and  wholly  covered  and  concealed  and  out  of  view,  and  m 
such  position,  and  in  such  depth  as  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
to  wit,  from  the  time  of  the  same  so  sinking  as  aforesaid,  until,  at,  and 
after  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  said  damage  and  injury  as  there- 
inafter mentioned ;  that,  although  a  reasonable  time  after  the  sinking  of 
the  said  barge,  and  after  the  defendant  so  had  notice  of  the  premises  as 
aforesaid,  for  him,  the  defendant,  to  cause  a  proper  and  sufficient  buoy, 
•ft091  ^^  ^*^^r  proper  and  sufficient  mark  or  signal,  to  be  put  and  *placed 

■'  in  the  said  river,  or  other  proper  means  in  that  behalf  used  and 
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taken,  to  give  to  persons  navigating  and  directing  vessels  in  the  said  part 
of  the  said  river,  notice  and  warning  of  the  said  danger,  had  elapsed 
before  the  happening  of  the  said  damage  and  injury  as  thereinafter 
mentioned ;  nevertheless,  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises, 
but  not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not,  nor  would,  take  or 
use  due  or  proper  care  or  precautions  while  the  said  barge  so  continued 
sunk  and  lying  at  and  in  the  said  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  said 
river,  in  such  position,  and  at  such  depth  as  aforesaid,  to  prevent  and 
guard  against  the  said  danger  therefrom,  to  vessels  navigating  and 
passing  in  and  along  the  said  part  of  the  said  river,  either  by  giving 
notice  or  warning  of  the  said  danger,  by  means  of  a  proper  and  sufficient 
buoy,  or  other  proper  and  sufficient  mark  or  signal,  put  and  placed  in 
the  said  river  for  that  purpose,  or  otherwise,  or  by  any  other  due  or 
proper  means  in  that  behalf  whatsoever,  but  wholly  omitted  and  neglected 
so  to  do ;  and,  at  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  said  damage  and 
injury,  the  said  barge  was,  and  continued,  sunk  and  lying  in  the  said 
river,  in  the  said  part  and  place  of  and  in  the  same,  under  water 
there,  and  wholly  covered  and  concealed  and  out  of  view,  and  in  such 
position  and  at  such  depth  as  aforesaid,  without  there  being  then  any 
due  or  proper  care  or  precaution  takea,  or  any  due  or  proper  means 
in  that  behalf  used,  to  prevent  or  guard  against  the  said  danger  te 
vessels  then  navigating  and  passing  in  and  along  the  said  part  of  the  said 
river,  and  without  any  proper  or  sufficient  buoy,  or  other  proper  or 
sufficient  mark  or  signal  being  put  or  placed  in  the  said  river,  or 
any  other  due  or  proper  means  used  or  taken  to  give  to  persons 
navigating  and  directing  the  said  vessels  in  the  said  part  of  the  said  river, 
*due  notice  or  warning  of  the  said  danger ;  that,  while  the  said 


barge  was  and  continued  so  sunk  and  lying,  without  any  proper 
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or  sufficient  buoy,  or  other  proper  or  sufficient  mark  or  signal,  or  any  other 
due  or  proper  means  being  used  to  give  notice  or  warning  of  the  said  danger, 
to  wit,  on,  &;c.,  the  plaintiffs  were  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  steam- 
vessel,  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  50002.,  which  was  then 
lawfully  navigating  and  passing  in  and  along  the  said  part  of  the  said 
river,  being  then  under  the  care,  direction,  and  management,  of  certain 
then  mariners  and  servants  in  that  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the 
said  steam-vessel  being  so  then  navigated  and  passing  in  and  along  the 
said  river,  and  the  plaintiffs,  and  their  said  mariners  and  servants  not 
having  any  knowledge  or  sufficient  means  of  knowledge  of  the  said  danger, 
and  no  due  or  proper  care  or  precaution  being  taken,  or  any  due  or 
proper  means  used,  by  the  defendant,  to  prevent  or  guard  against  the 
said  danger ;  and  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  said  mariners  and  servants,  then 
having  lawful  occasion  to  navigate  and  direct  the  said  steam-vessel  in, 
along,  and  over  the  said  place  where  the  said  barge  so  then  lay  sunk  as 
aforesaid,  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  said  mariners  and  servants,  did  then 
accordingly  navigate  and  direct  the  said  steam-vessel  in,  along,  and  over 
VOL.  v.— 48  2i2 
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the  said  place,  and  thereby,  and  by  means  of  tho  premises,  and  of  the  said 
misconduct,  omission,  and  neglect  of  the  defendant,  and  without  any 
neglect  or  default  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  said  mariners  and  servants, 
the  said  steam-vessel  was  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
driven  and  struck  with  greflt  force  and  violence  upon  and  against  the  said 
sunken  barge,  and  was  thereby  then  greatly  broken,  stove  in,  damaged, 
and  injured,  insomuch,  that  the  said  steam-vessel  would  then  have 
foundered,  sunk,  and  gone  to  bottom  in  the  said  river,  if  the  plaintiffs, 
*a(\Ai  ^y  their  said  mariners  and  *8ervants,  had  not  then  immediately 
J  run  the  said  steam-vessel  ashore ;  wherefore  the  plaintiffs,  to  pre- 
vent the  said  steam-vessel  from  sinking,  did  then,  by  their  said  mariners 
and  servants,  accordingly  immediately  run  the  said  steam-vessel  ashore, 
and  thereby  the  said  steam-vessel  was  then  unavoidably  further  damaged 
and  injured,  and  thereby,  and  by  reason  and  means  of  the  premises,  the 
plaintiffs  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and  expend,  and 
had  necessarily  laid  out  and  expended,  and  become  liable  to  pay,  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  2,Q00{.,  in  and  about  the  repairing  of  the 
said  damage  so  done  and  occasioned  to  their  said  steam-vessel  as  aforesaid ; 
and  also,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiffs  lost,  and  were  deprived 
of,  the  use  of  their  said  steam-vessel  for  a  long  space  of  time,  whilst  the 
said  steam- vessel  was  so  being  repaired  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  for  the  space 
of  six  months,  and  thereby  lost  and  were  deprived  of  all  the  profits  and 
advantages  which,  during  that  time,  they  might,  and  otherwise  would, 
have  derived  and  acquired  from  the  use  of  their  said  steam-vessel,  and 
the  said  steam-vessel  thereby  then  became,  and  was,  and  is,  greatly 
lessened  in  value,to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiffs  of  2,000/. 

Plea — that  a  reasonable  time  for  the  defendant  to  remove  the  said 
barge  from  the  said  place  where  she  so  lay  sunk,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  had  not  elapsed  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  damage 
and  injury  in  the  declaration  mentioned :  verification. 

Special  demurrer,  alleging  (amongst  other  causes)  that  the  plea  raises 
a  matter  of  fact,  which,  if  proved,  is  no  answer  in  law  to  the  action,  and 
that  the  said  plea  is  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  pleading,  inasmuch  as  it 
does  not  traverse  any  matter  of  fact  contained  in  the  declaration,  or 
confess  and  avoid  any  matter  of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration,  but  states 
^  a  new  fact,  which  in  law  *is  no  answer  to  the  action,  and  is  im- 

^  properly  concluded  with  a  verification.(a) 

Joinder  in  demurrer.(() 

Channelly  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plea  is  bad,  as 
affording  no  answer  to  the  declaration,  which  does  not  charge  the  defend- 

(tf)  The  verification  was  unntceatary :  Bodenham  v.  Hitt,  7  M.  &.  W.  274 ;  but  surpluBSgc  docs 
not  vitiate,  even  upon  special  demurrer :  Co.  Litt.  303  b. 

(6)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  were, — "  The  defendant 
will  contend  that  the  only  obligation  he  was  under  by  law  (if  under  any  at  all),  was,  to  remove 
ihe  barge  within  a  reasonable  time :  And  that  the  declaration  is  misconceived,  being  based 
upon  a  supposed  duty,  which  either  does  not  exist,  or  is  one  of  imperfect  obligation. 
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ant  with  not  removing  the  barge, — ^in  which  case  the  plea  might  have 
been  sufficient, — ^but,  with  not  taking  due  means  to  give  notice  of  the 
danger  arising  from  the  sunken  vessel. 

With  respect  to  the  declaration,  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  good  in  law. 
The  question  is,  whether  a  person  navigating  a  barge  in  a  navigable 
river,  which  founders  by  accident,  is  not  bound,  within  a  reasonable 
time,  to  give  notice  thereof  to  the  public.  In  IloU  v.  Wilkes,  3  B.  & 
Aid.  304,  it  was  held  that  a  trespasser,  having  knowledge  that  there  are 
spring  guns  in  a  wood,  although  he  may  be  ignorant  of  the  particular 
spots  where  they  are  placed,  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  an  injury 
received  in  consequence  of  his  accidentally  treading  on  the  latent  wire 
communicating  with  the  gun,  and  thereby  letting  it  off.  That  case  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present ;  for,  there,  the  defendant  had 
a  right  to  place  the  spring  gun,  and  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  it,  and 
was  a  trespasser ;  and  the  defendant,  having  done  no  wrongful  act,  was 
held  not  liable  to  the  action.  Batlet,  J.,  in  his  judgment,  says :  '^  At  the 
same  time,  he  would  be  liable  for  a  civil  injury  produced  from  want  of 
^caution  on  his  part  to  guard  against  such  an  injury ;  for,  al-  r«g/w 
though  it  may  be  lawful  to  put  these  instruments  on  a  man's  own 
ground,  yet,  as  they  are  calculated  to  produce  great  bodily  injury  to 
innocent  persons  (for  many  trespassers  are  comparatively  innocent),  it  is 
necessary  to  give  as  much  notice  to  the  public  as  you  can,  so  as  to  put 
people  on  their  guard  against  the  danger."  If  the  principle  laid  down 
by  that  learned  judge  be  correct,  then,  dfortiariy  it  ought  to  apply  here; 
for,  these  plaintiffs  were  not  trespassers,  or  in  any  way  in  the  wrong.  It 
18  impossible  to  contend  that  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  leave  his 
barge  sunk  in  the  river,  without  giving  notice  that  it  was  there.  Although 
he  does  not,  in  the  first  instance,  voluntarily  commit  a  nuisance,  he  is 
clearly  guilty  of  one,  by  permitting  the  barge  to  remain  in  a  navigable 
rirer.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  that  he  is  altogether  an  innocent 
party.  It  is  averred  in  the  declaration,  that  he  knew  the  fact,  and  that 
a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed  for  giving  notice  to  the  public ;  conse- 
quently he  is  responsible  for  the  injury  done  to  the  steam-boat  of  the 
plaintiffs.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  Is  it  quite  clear  that  the  defendant  would 
have  a  right  to  put  a  buoy  in  a  navigable  river,  which  is  under  the  con- 
servancy of  a  particular  body  ?  Is  it  more  his  duty  than  that  of  any 
other  person  who  knows  what  has  occurred  ?  In  The  King  v.  WtxtUy 
2  Esp.  N.  F.  C.  675,  Lord  Eekyon  held,  that,  where  a  vessel  was 
sunk  in  a  navigable  river  by  accident  or  misfortune,  an  indictment 
could  not  be  maintained  against  the  owner  for  not  removing  it.  Mauls, 
J.  It  may  be,  that,  where  a  party  is  exercising  rights  on  a  navigable 
river,  certain  duties  will  result  therefrom.  While  the  vessel  is  afloat, 
its  owner  would  be  bound  to  take  some  means  of  giving  notice,  as,  where 
it  is  wrecked  on  a  sand-bank,  he  would  be  bound  to  *hoist  a  r^gAH 
light     WiiiDB,  0.  J,    The  question  is,  whether  it  is  not  rather  ^ 
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the  duty  of  the  persons  having  the  conserrancy  of  the  river,  than 
of  the  party  to  whom  the  accident  has  happened.]  It  is  apprehended 
that  the  court  cannot  in  this  case  take  judicial  notice  that  the  Cor- 
poration of  London  are  the  conservators  of  the  Thames.  [Maulb,  J. 
The  declaration  contains  no  proper  averment  that  the  river  in  ques- 
tion is  the  Thames.  The  river  Thames  is  laid  under  a  videlicet  The 
allegation  would  he  sustained  by  showing  that  the  transaction  took  place 
in  the  Humber.]  It  is  not  necessary  to  contend  here  that  other  per- 
sons besides  the  defendants  may  not  also  be  liable.  He  is  charged,  as 
the  owner  of  the  barge,  exercising  a  right,  out  of  which,  it  is  contended, 
the  duty  arose.  In  Pamaby  v.  The  Lancashire  Canal  Company ^  11  A. 
&  E.  223,  a  declaration  in  case,  agamst  a  canal  company,  stated,  that, 
by  the  canal  act  (stat.  32  G.  3,  c.  101),  the  company  was  formed  to 
make  and  maintain  the  canal,  with  power  to  take  tolls,  and  all  persons 
had  free  liberty  to  navigate  the  canal ;  and,  if  any  boat  should  be  sunk 
in  the  canal,  and  the  owner  or  person  having  care  of  it,  should  not,  without 
loss  of  tiitfe,  weigh  it  up,  it  was  by  the  statute  to  be  lawful  for  the  company 
to  weigh  it  up,  and  detain  it  till  payment  of  expenses ;  that  the  company 
completed  the  canal,  and  took  tolls  on  it ;  that  a  boat  sunk  in  the  canal, 
so  that  vessels  passed  with  difficulty  in  the  day,  and  at  night  were  iu 
danger  of  running  foul  of  it ;  that,  although  the  company  could,  and 
ought  to,  have  requested  the  owner,  &c.,  to  weigh  it  up,  and,  if  that  ^ae 
not  done  without  loss  of  time,  could,  and  ought  to,  have  weighed  it  up, 
and,  in  the  mean  time,  have  caused  a  light  or  signal  to  be  placed,  to 
enable  boats  to  avoid  it,  yet  the  company  did  not  cause  the  owner,  &c., 
♦finftl  *^  v®Jg^^  *i*  ^P>  ^^  themselves  weigh  it  up,  nor  place  a  light  or 
-'  signal :  whereby  plaintiff's  boat,  navigating  the  canal,  ran  foul 
of  the  sunken  boat,  and  was  damaged.  It  was  held,  by  the  court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Q.  B.),  that 
the  declaration  disclosed  a  sufficient  duty  and  breach ;  and  the  court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  further  held,  that  such  duty  was  not  created  by  the 
clause  enabling  the  company  to  weigh  the  boat,  but  arose  upon  a  com- 
mon law  principle,  that  the  owners  of  a  canal,  taking  tolls  for  the  navi- 
gation, were  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  in  making  the  navigation 
secure,  the  want  of  which  reasonable  care  might  be  collected  from  the 
declaration,  although  the  complaint  was,  ostensibly,  founded  on  the  sta- 
tute. Here,  the  duty  of  the  defendants  was,  to  navigate  the  river  so  as 
to  offer  ho  unnecessary  obstruction  to  others.  Meeting  with  a  misfor- 
tune might  entitle  him  to  some  consideration ;  but  he  would  be  bound, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  to  give  notice  to  the  public.  Supposing  him  to 
come  to  anchor,  he  would  be  bound  to  indicate,  by  some  buoy  or  other 
means,  where  the  anchor  was.  There  is  no  well  grounded  distinction 
between  such  a  case  and  the  present.  Suppose,  further,  that  a  man  wtf 
obliged  to  anchor  in  the  tideway,  at  night,  through  the  illness  of  his 
crew.     That  would  be  as  much  an  accident  as  though  his  vessel  had 
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sank ;  and  still  he  would  be  answerable  for  his  neglect  if  he  did  not 
hoist  a  light.  In  Bird  v.  Hclbrook,  4  Bingh.  628,  1  M.  &  P.  607,  tbe 
defendant,  for  the  protection  of  his  property,  some  of  which  had  been 
stolen,  set  a  spring-gun,  without  notice,  in  a  walled  garden,  at  a  distance 
from  his  house.  The  plaintiff, — who  had  climbed  over  the  wall,  in  pur- 
suit of  a  stray  fowl, — having  been  shot,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant 
was  liable  in  damages.  So,  in  Lynch  v.  •JVwrAn,  1  Q.  B.  29,  r-^^M 
where  the  defendant  had  negligently  left  his  horse  and  cart,  ^ 
unattended,  in  the  street,  and  the  plaintiff,  a  child  of  seven  years  old,  got 
upon  the  cart  in  play,  and  another  child  incautiously  led  the  horse  on, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  down  and  hurt ;  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  in  an  action  on  the  case,  though  the  plaintiff  was  a 
trespasser,  and  contributed  to  the  mischief  by  his  own  act ;  and  that  it 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  defendant's  conduct  was  negli- 
gent, and  the  negligence  caused  the  injury.  Lord  Dsnhan,  C.  J.,  there 
says,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court :  ^^  If  I  am  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  leaving  anything  dangerous  in  a  place  where  I  know  it  to  be 
extremely  probable  that  some  other  person  will  unjustifiably  set  it  in 
motion  to  the  injury  of  a  third,  and  if  that  injury  should  be  so  brought 
about,  I  presume  that  the  sufferer  might  have  redress  by  action  agamst 
both  or  either  of  the  two ;  but  unquestionably  against  the  first.*'  Here, 
it  must  be  assumed  that  the  defendant  knew  that  other  parties  would 
navigate  the  river  where  the  barge  was  sunk.  [Mauls,  J.  It  is  not 
stated  that  the  barge  sunk  accidentally,  or  that  it  had  passed  out  of  the 
control  of  the  defendant.  The  declaration  would  be  satisfied  by  proving 
that  the  defendant  for  some  purpose  or  another  had  scuttled  the  barge.] 
The  declaration  contains  nothing  to  show  that  he  had  parted  with  the 
possession ;  and,  if  the  defendant  is  to  be  considered  as  still  in  posses- 
sion, then  he  left  the  barge  in  a  dangerous  situation,  and  Diapon  v.  BMj 
5  M.  fc  S.  198,  will  apply.  It  is  submitted  that  the  principle  laid  down 
in  Ihtt  V.  Wilkes  is  the  true  one,  and  that  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  as 
laid,  is,  upon  general  demurrer,  sufficient  to  support  the  declaration. 

^Talfourdj  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Willes)y  contrft.  The  ques-  r«gnA 
tion  is  whether,  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  duty,  as  ^ 
charged,  can  arise.  There  is  no  ground  for  assuming  that  the  baige 
sank  or  remained  under  water  through  the  fault  of  the  defendant ;  aad, 
if  that  be  so,  then  the  plea  is  good.  [Maulb,  J.  Perhaps  the  proper 
assumption  may  be,  that,  in  the  course  of  navigation,  it  was  sunk.]  It 
is  conceived  that  "  foundered"  imports  an  accidental  sinking.  [Mavia, 
J.  No :  if  you  were  to  bore  holes  in  the  bottom  of  a  loaded  vessel,  it 
would  founder.  Coltmaw,  J.  In  order  to  support  the  declaratioii, 
must  it  not  appear  that  the  duty  was  cast  on  the  defendant  by  reason 
of  th6  barge  being  under  water  T]  The  declaration  contains  no  all^^ 
tion  that  could  have  been  traversed.  It  is  not  averred  that  the  defend- 
ant  could  have  put  up  a  buoy,  or  given  any  notice  to  the  public    1% 
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might  as  well  have  been  said  that  he  had  not  pat  an  adyertisement  into 
the  papers,  or  stuck  up  a  board  at  the  entrance  of  the  riyer.    Primd 
faciej  the  act  of  putting  up  a  buoy  is  not  one  he  could  haye  done,  and 
primd  facte  also  an  indiyidual  has  no  right  to  do  so  in  a  nayjgable  riTer. 
[Maule,  J.     The  duty  charged,  is,  by  some  ^'  due  and  proper  means," 
to  giye  notice.     By  that  must  be  intended  means  that  were  within  the 
defendant's  power.]    If  the  defendant  had  pleaded  that  a  reasonable 
time  for  giying  notice  had  not  elapsed,  that  would  haye  been  an  admis- 
sion, that  he  had  the  power  of  domg  so.     [Maulb,  J.    On  that  issue, 
the  onus  would  haye  been  on  the  plaintiffs.     Reasonableness  of  time 
necessarily  inyolyes  the  nature  of  the  means  to  be  employed.    The 
plaintiffs  could  not  haye  made  out  the  issue,  without  showing  some 
particular  mode  of  giying  notice,  to  which  the  defendant  might  have 
had  recourse.]     The  case  of  Lynch  y.  Nurdin,  and  many  of  the 
other  cases  that  haye  been  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  have  no 
bearing  on  the  present.     [Golthan,  J.     Tou  will  find   an  express 
*6in  **^*'^^"*y  ^P^*^  ^^^  point  in  Harmond  y.  Pearsofiy  1  Campb.  515. 
^  In  that  case  it  is  stated  to  haye  been  held  by  Lord  Ellekbo- 
SOUGH,  that  the  owner  of  a  yessel  sunk  by  accident  in  a  navigable  ri?er, 
is  bound  to  place  a  buoy  oyer  the  wreck,  and  that  it  is  not  enough  to 
station  a  watchman  near  the  spot,  to  point  out  the  danger.     Wilde,  C.  J. 
The  doubt  is,  whether  that  case  does  not  go  too  far.     There,  notice  had 
been  giyen  to  the  crew  of  the  defendant's  barge,  of  the  spot  where  the 
lighter  was  sunk,  and  the  notice  so  giyen  was  disregarded.]    The  onlj 
question  raised  in  that  case  appears  to  haye  been,  as  to  what  kind  of 
notice  was  required.    [Maulb,  J.     It  is  remarkable,  that  Lord  Ellbn- 
BOAOuaH,  in  that  case,  OBSumes  the  law  to  be,  that  the  owner  is  bound 
to  place  a  buoy  oyer  the  wreck.     Wildb,  C.  J.  Would  the  duty,  charged 
in  this  declaration,  extend  as  well  to  the  British  Channel  as  to  a  nayi- 
gable  riyer  ?    And,  if  it  would  entail  a  permanent  expense,  is  the  owner 
of  the  sunken  yessel  to  incur  that  expense  ?    In  a  note  to  ffarmand  t. 
Pearscny  it  is  said :  ^^  The  law  does  not  seem  to  haye  yery  specifically 
pointed  out  the  manner  in  which  this  species  of  highway  is  to  be  kept  in 
repair.     Howeyer,  it  is  laid  down  in  Hawkins,  ^  that  if  a  riyer  be  stopped 
to  the  nuisance  of  the  country,  and  none  appear  bound  by  prescription 
to  clear  it,  those  who  haye  the  piscary,  and  the  neighbouring  towns  who 
haye  a  common  passage  and  easement  therein,  may  be  compelled  to  do 
it.'     1  Hawk.  P.  C.  ch.  75,  s.  13."]    Supposing  it  to  be  impossible  to 
remoye  the  obstacle,  is  the  party  to  be  bound,  for  all  time,  to  keep  s 
buoy  or  light  oyer  it?    [Maulb,  J.    Neither  extreme  may  be  true. 
Executors  may  not  be  bound  to  maintain  a  buoy  oyer  the  wreck  fif^ 
years  after  the  sinking  of  the  yessel:  but  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  that 
^6121  ^s^^P^i^'^}  ^^^^  ^^^  present  defendant  may  be  *liable  to  do  so 
-^  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  declaration.]    Would  it  be 
a  good  plea  to  say  that  a  reasonable  time  for  warning  the  public  had 
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elApsed  ?  [Maule,  J.  If  you  put  inconvenience  as  a  ground  for 
ayoiding  one  extreme,  so  you  may  put  it  to  avoid  the  other.]  It  has 
been  said,  during  the  argument,  that  reasonableness  of  time  involves  the 
nature  of  the  means  to  be  employed.  Does  it  imply  the  continuance  of 
the  means  during  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  ?  In  Harris  v.  Baker, 
4  M.  &  S.  27,  the  trustees  of  a  road,  empowered  and  required,  by  act 
of  parliament,  to  place  lamps  along  the  road,  if  they  should  think  neces- 
sary, and  to  make  contracts  for  cleansing  the  road,  and  to  take  a  night 
toll  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  light  and  watch  the  same,  were 
held  not  liable,  in  an  action  upon  the  case,  for  an  injury  suffered  by  an 
mdividual  in  crossing  the  road  at  night,  by  fallbg  over  a  heap  of 
scrapings,  left  on  the  road-side,  without  any  lights.  [Maulb,  J.  Parties 
who  have  a  right  to  make  holes  in  the  streets,  generally  put  up  lights ; 
but  are  they  not  bound  to  do  so  ?]  Here,  the  barge  was  sunk  by  acci- 
dent, and  not  by  the  fault  of  the  defendant.  [Maule,  J.  It  does  not 
appear  whether  it  was  done  voluntarily  or  not :  but,  supposing  it  was  an 
accident,  that  would  merely  put  the  defendant  in  the  situation  of  a  person 
digging  a  hole  in  the  street  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  it.]  This  is  a 
case  of  the  first  impression ;  no  precedent  for  such  an  action  being  to  be 
found  in  the  books  on  pleading.  •  Jordin  v.  Crump,  8  M.  &  W.  782, 
is  distinguishable.  It  is  submitted  that  this  declaration  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. 

Channell,  Serjt.,  iu  reply.  The  declaration  may  not  be  very  formally 
prepared,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  judgment.  Hdr- 
mond  V.  Pearson  lays  down  the  law  correctly ;  and  it  is  not  interfered 
*with  by  the  King  v.  Watts;  for,  there  is  a  wide  distinction  [-♦gig 
between  a  liability  to  an  action  and  to  an  indictm6nt.(a)  It  has 
been  asked,  for  how  long  the  notice  to  the  public  must  be  continued  ? 
The  plaintiffs  are  not  driven  to  contend  that  it  must  be  contmued  for 
any  great  length  of  time.  It  may  be,  that,  after  a  certain  period,  it 
would  be  held  that  due  notice  had  been  given.  It  has  not  been  con- 
tended that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  while  navigating  his 
barge,  to  avoid  doing  injury  to  other  vessels ;  and  there  is  no  reason  for 
holding  that  such  duty  would  cease  upon  the  sinking  of  the  barge.  In 
Harris  v.  Baker,  the  decision  appears  to  have  turned  on  the  distinction 
between  public  officers  and  other  persons,  as  to  liability  to  third  parties. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Maule,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  this  case,  which  arose  out  of  a  demurrer  to  a  plea,  it  was  not  dis- 
puted on  the  argument  that  the  plea  was  bad ;  but  it  was  insisted,  for 
the  defendant,  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  inas- 
much as  the  declaration  was  substantially  defective,  in  not  showing  a 
cause  of  action ;  and  the  only  question  argued  at  the  bar,  and  now  to  be 
decided  by  the  court,  is,  whether  the  declaration  is  open  to  this  objec^ 

(a)  Sed  Tide  infri,  620. 
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tion.  The  declaration,  in  effect,  states,  that,  hefore  the  happening  of  the 
damage  complained  of,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  of  June,  1845,  a  certain  harge 
of  the  defendant,  and  of  which  he  was  then  in  possession,  and  (A^  had 
the  care,  direction,  management,  and  control,  by  his  mariners  and 
servants,  foundered,  sunk,  and  went  to  the  bottom,  in  a  certam  navigable 
river  in  England,  in  a  navigable  part  of  it,  the  said  part  then  and  still 
being  a  public  highway,  for  all  persons  to  navigate  with  their  steam-boats 


*i 
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and  other  ^vessels,  and  along  which,  vessels  were  and  are  accus- 


tomed at  all  times  to  navigate  and  pass  without  obstruction ;  that 
the  said  barge  of  the  defendant,  being  so  sunk  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  . 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  lay  covered  and  concealed  under  water  in 
such  a  manner  'that  vessels  passing  over  the  place  where  it  lay  would 
necessarily  strike  against  the  same,  and  vessels  passing  along  the  said 
part  of  the  river  without  the  persons  navigating  them  having  notice  of 
the  sunken  barge,  would  necessarily  be  in  danger  of  striking  against  it, 
and  being  thereby  greatly  damaged ;  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of 
the  premises ;  that  it  thereupon  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant, while  the  barge  continued  so  sunk,  to  take  and  use  due  and  proper 
care  and  precautions  to  prevent  and  guard  against  the  said  danger  to 
vessels  navigating  that  part  of  the  river,  by  giving  due  notice  of  the 
danger,  by  a  buoy  or  other  proper  mark  or  signal,  or  otherwise,  to 
persons  navigating,  or  by  other  due  and  proper  means  in  that  behalf. 
The  declaration  then  goes  on  to  show,  in  terms  on  which  no  question 
arifies,  that  the  defendant  omitted  and  neglected  to  give  such  notice,  or 
use  such  means  to  prevent  danger ;  that  a  steam-vessel  of  the  plaintiff 
was  damaged  by  striking  against  the  barge,  without  any  fault  of  the 
plaintiffs,  in  consequence  of  the  said  omission  and  neglect  of  the 
defendant. 

The  objection  made  to  the  declaration  is,  that  it  does  not  show  any 
obligation  on  the  defendant,  to  do  that  which  the  plaintiffs  complain  of 
his  having  omitted  to  do.  There  is,  indeed,  an  express  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  that^  thereupon  it  became  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  do 
that  which  the  plaintiffs  complain  of  his  omitting  to  do.  But  we  think 
that  this  allegation  will  not  aid  the  declaration.  Where  the  allegation 
following  such  a  word  as  "thereupon,**  or  "whereby,"  is  an  allegation 
♦6151  ^^  ^'*^*'  *^^  Matter  of  such  allegation  is  indeed  averred  with  ♦suffi- 
cient directness,  notwithstanding  the  word  "  thereupon'  *  or  "  where- 
by,'* which  is  not  to  be  understood  as  showing  that  the  proposition 
following  such  word  is  intended  to  be  stated  as  a  consequence  dedacible 
from  what  precedes,  but  only  as  showing  the  time  at  which,  or  the  occa- 
sion on  which,  that  which  follows  the  word  in  question,  is  averred  to 
have  taken  place :  see  the  case  of  Pryce  v.  Belcher j  8  Man.  Ghr.  &  S. 
68,  16  Law  J.,  N.  S.,  C.  P.  805,  in  which  this  court  held  that  an 
allegation  in  a  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  austained  damage,  intro- 
duced by  the  word  "whereby,"  was  not  to  be  considered  as  a  state- 
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.Biiit  of  matter  of  ittference  and  eoacliuion  only,  bat  m  a  poaitite  allega- 
tiflQ  of  a  fact. 

Bat  the  allegatioa  now  in  question  ia  open  to  the  farther  ol^eetion, 
that,  however  directly  aTerred,  it  is  an  arennent  of  matter  of  law  only, 
and  not  of  matter  of  fact.  If  the  words  had  been,  that  the  defendant 
it€<ime  bound  by  law  to  do  certain  aets,  it  coald  not  be  questioned  that 
.that  was  an  allegation  of  matter  of  law :  and  the  words  ^^it  became  the 
4mtjf  of  tiie  defendant,"  if  th^  were  to  be  understood  as  averring  the 
ezistenoe  of  some  duty  different  from  that  arising  out  of  a  legal  obliga- 
tion, certainly  would  not  aid  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as  the  breach  of 
Bsdi  a  duty,  does  not  give  a  cause  of  action.  But,  if  they  be  understood, 
as  we  think  they  are,  as  avemng  the  existence  of  a  legal  liability,  it  is 
well  establi^ed  that  such  an  averment,  being  jan  averment  of  matter  of 
law,  will  not  supply  the  want  of  those  allegations  of  matter  of  fact  from 
which  the  court  c<Hild  infer  the  law  to  be  as  stated ;  so  that  such  allega- 
tion is  useless  where  the  declaration  is  insufficient,  and  superfluous  when 
aofficient  without  it.  In  the  case  of  Parndby  v.  The  Laneaster-Oanal 
Company,  11  4d.  &  £.  228,  8  P.  &;  D.  162,  the  court  rejected  the  state- 


ment, that  it  thereupon  became  ^the  duty  of  the  ^company  to 
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remove  the  obstruction,  as  being  an  inference  of  law  improperly 
stated.  And  in  the  case  of  FrieeUey  t.  Fowler,  8  M.  &  W.  1,  although 
the  declaration  contained  a  direct  averment  that  it  became  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  use  due  and  proper  care,  the  court  arrested  the  judg- 
ment, because  the  declaration  contained  no  premises  from  which  the  doty 
of  the  defendant,  as  therein  alleged,  could  be  inferred  by  law. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  declaration,  therefore,  in  the  present  case,  must 
be  determined  without  regard  to  the  express  allegation  of  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  which  it  contains ;  and  will  therefore  depend  on  the  ques- 
tion, whether  the  facts  stated  show  that  the  defendant  was  bound  in  law 
to  do  that  which  the  declaration  charges  him  with  having  omitted  to  do. 
And,  as  to  this  question,  there  seems  no  doubt  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
person  using  a  public  navigable  river  with  a  vessel  of  which  he  is  pos- 
sessed and  has  the  control  and  management,  to  use 'reasonable  skill  and 
care  to  prevent  mischief  to  other  vessels ;  and  that,  in  case  of  a  collirion 
arising  from  his  negligence,  he  must  sustain,  without  compensation,  the 
damage  occasioned  to  his  own  vessel,  and  is  liable  to  pay  compensation 
for  that  sustained  by  another  navigated  with  due  skill  and  care :  and 
this  liability  is  the  same,  whether  his  vessel  be  in  motion  or  stationary, 
floating  or  aground,  under  water  or  above  it ;  in  all  these  circumstances, 
the  vessel  may  continue  to  be  in  his  possession  and  under  his  manage- 
ment and  control ;  and,  supposing  it  to  be  so,  and  a  collision  with  another 
vessel  to  occur  from  the  improper  manner  in  which  one  of  the  two  is 
managed,  the  owner  of  the  vessel  properly  managed,  is  entitled  to 
recover  damages  from  the  owner  of  that  which  was  improperly  managed. 
This  duty  of  usmg  reasonable  skill  and  care  for  the  safet}"  of  other 
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*6lY1  ^''^^'^^  ^^  incident  to  the  poeBeBsion  and  control  of  the  ▼esBeL 
Subject  to  this  obligation,  the  owner  has  a  right,  while  his  yeflsel 
18  afloat,  to  proceed  in  any  direction,  and  to  remain  at  any  place,  and, 
.when  it  is  aground,  whether  sunk  or  not,  to  remain  as  long  as  the  occa- 
sions of  his  voyage  require.  Of  the  existence  of  these  rights  and  of 
these  duties,  so  long  as  the  possession  and  control  of  the  yessel  continiie 
in  the  same  person,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt.  Nor  does  there  seem 
to  be  any  doubt,  that,  if  these  were  transferred  to  another  person,  Ae 
•rights  and  the  duties  would  also  be  transferred  to  him,  and  tiie  original 
owner  would  cease  to  be  entitled  to,  or  bound  by,  them.  But  a  person 
may  cease  to  have  the  possession  and  control  of  a  vessel,  although  they 
are  not  transferred  to  any  other  person ;  as  is  commonly  the  case,  "(rhen, 
by  some  casualty  of  navigation,  it  is  brought  into  a  situation  in  which  the 
owner  abandons  and  relinquishes  the  possession  and  control,  because  it 
is  impossible  to  retain  them :  and  the  effect  which  this  new  state  of  things 
may  have  on  the  duties  and  liabilities  in  question,  does  not  appear  to 
admit  of  so  simple  a  determination  as  that  which  relates  to  the  duties  and 
liabilities  incident  to  a  possession  continuing  in  the  same  person,  or  trans- 
ferred to  another.  Those  duties  and  liabilities,  there  seems  to  be  no 
doubt,  are  different  in  cases  where  the  relinquidmient  of  possession  is 
wrongful,  or  arises  out  of  circumstances  occasioned  by  the  wrongful 
act  or  omission  of  the  owner,  from  what  they  are  where  he  is  blameless. 
In  the  present  case, — supposing  the  barge  to  have  been  out  of  the 
defendant's  possession  at  the  time  of  the  collision, — there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  ceased  to  be  possessed,  or  wrong- 
fully occasioned  anything  which  led  to  the  ceasing  of  his  possession:  the 
only  wrong  complained  of,  is,  the  omission  to  use  means  to  prevent 
damage  from  the  sunken  barge.    *It  is,  therefore,  not  necessaiy 
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to  inquire  what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  wrongful  act  or  neglect 


.  Itading  to  a  divesting  of  the  possession.    No  such  wrong  being  alleged, 
.  none  is  to  be  presumed ;  and  the  question  therefore  is,  what  is  the  duty 
.  of  the  person  who  had  the  possession  and  control  of  a  vessel,  which, 
without  any  fault  of  his,  has,  while  in  his .  possession,  sunk,  so  as  to 
obstruct  a  public  navigable  river,  with  respect  to  vessels  navigating  the 
.  river  after  his  possession  and  control  has  ceased.    It  probably  cannot  Le 
safely  affirmed,  that,  in  no  case  where  a  vessel  has  sunk  without  fault 
of  the  owner,  does  any  duty  of  this  kind  at  all  arise,  or  continue  for  any 
.  time :  nor  is  it  necessary  to  decide  this  question ;  for,  in  order  to  sus- 
tain the  declaration,  we  must  hold,  that,  in  every  state  of  things,  con- 
•  sistent  with  the  facts  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  do  that  which  the  plaintiff  complains  of  his  having  omitted.    Now, 
;  although  there  seems  no  doubt, — as  we  have  before  observed, — that  he 
<  "Was  bound  to  use  due  care  to  prevent  injury  to  others,  as  long  as  his 
possession  and  control  continued ;  and,  although,  after  they  ceased, 
.  jupposing  that  they  did  cease, — ^there  may  have  possibly  existed  a  state 
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of  &eto  which  would  cause  the  c<mtiAii»Qce  of  sach  a  dotj  for  some  time; 
we  think  that  it  cannot  be  nuhrersally  affirmed,  that,  in  all  cases  where 
the  possession  and  control  of  the  owners  have  ceased,  snch  a  duty  arises. 
Indeed,  as  we  hare  before  stated,  it  seems  clear  that  the  duty  does  not 
oontinne  in  the  original  owner,  when  his  possession  and  control  have 
been  transferred  to  another.  And,  where  the  possession  and  control 
hare  not  been  transferred,  but  haye  been  relinquished  and  abandoned, 
we  do  not  think  that  the  duty  always  arises,  and  continues  for  an  inde- 
finite time.  Where  the  navigation  of  a  river  has  become  obstmoted  by 
ft  vessel  which  has  been  sunk  and  lost  to  the  owner,  without  any  fault  of 
his,  the  public  inconvenience  of  the  'obstruction  is  one  in  respect  r-^p^^ 
of  which  the  owner  differs  from  the  rest  of  the  public  only  in  ^ 
having  sustained  a  private  calamity,  in  addition  to  his  share  of  a  public 
inconvenience :  and  this  difference  does  not  appear  to  be  any  reason  for 
throwing  on  him  the  cost  of  remedying  or  mitigating  the  evil. 
•  In  the  case  of  The  King  v.  WatUj  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  675,  Lord  Eentok 
hdd,  that  the  owner  of  a  ship  sunk  in  the  Thames  by  accident 
and  misfortune,  without  his  default  or  misconduct,  was  not  liable  to  an 
indictment  for  not  removing  the  obstruction.  It  was  contended,  for  the 
prosecution,  in  that  case,  that,  although  the  defendant  was  not  punUh-. 
aUe  for  causing  the  nuisance,  it  having  arisen  from  accident,  it  was 
his  duty  to  remove  it :  but  the  learned  judge  answered,  that  perhaps 
the  expense  of  removal  might  have  amounted  to  more  than  the  whole 
value  of  the  property.  The  same  reason  would  apply  in  the  case  of  an 
mdictment  for  not  giving  notice  by  signal,  or  taking  other  means  to 
prevent  damage  from  a  sunken  vessel ;  the  expense  of  doing  so  might, 
and  probably  would,  be  greater  than  any  private  benefit  which  the  owner 
would  derive  from  it:  and,  whether  it  were  greater  or  not,  the  reason 
seems  to  be  the  same  for  not  throwing  on  the  owner  any  special  share  in 
tiie  consequence  of  a  public  misfortune  with  which  he  had  no  particular 
ooncem,  except  that  it  arose  out  of  a  private  disaster  which  he  had 
innocently  suffered. 

In  the  case  of  such  impediments  to  navigation  arising  out  of  unavoid- 
able accident,  the  proper  rule  seems  to  be,  that  the  expense  of  removing 
or  diminishing  the  danger  arising  from  them,  should  be  defrayed  by 
those  who  would  be  benefited  by  such  a  measure ;  as  is  done  in  the  case 
of  lighthouses,  which  are  erected  to  diminish  the  danger  ansing  from 
natural  impediments  to  ^navigation ;  and  such  measures  are  the  r^/^oA 
proper  subjects  of  local  regulations,  to  be  made  on  a  comparison  *- 
of  the  danger  to  be  guarded  against,  and  the  expense  to  be  incurred.  It 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe,  that,  if  no  indictment  would  lie,  under 
the  circumstances  stated  in  this  action,  for  the  danger  and  impediment 
to  the  public,  no  action  can  be  maintained  for  the  particular  damage 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff*.  The  duty  of  the  defendant,  if  it  exist  at  all, 
is  of  a  public  nature :  and  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  succeed,  must  show  a 


\tt9idb  of  pttkHe  ^ty^  m  irell  m  Efle6ui  injury  to  hinraelfl  TSdrtt^  ft« 
proflont  declaration  does  not  show,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  odUifflon,  the 
defendant  had  the  poeseasion  ot  control  of  the  barge :  it  states,  that, 
b^6re  the  happening  of  the  damage,  the  batge  was  in  his  possession  and 
wider  his  control;  and^  though  it  states,  under  ^  tndelieetj  that  the 
damage  h^ypened  on  the  same  day,  this  is  no  averment  of  possession  and 
control  at  the  time  of  the  damage, — even  taking  the  allegation  <^  the' 
day  to  be  bbding.  A  statement  of  possession  hefin^  an  OTont,  does  not 
amount  to  even  an  informal  statement  that  possession  continued  till  the 
time  of  the  event,  hoTrever  short  the  interval  may  be*  Since,  therefore, 
the  declaration  does  not  show  either  a  continuing  possession  and  control 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  or  any  special 
circtttmstances  showing,  that,  though  he  may  no  longer  have  had  the 
possession  and  control  of  the  barge,  he  was  still  bound  to  take  care  that 
other  vessels  should  not  be  injured  by  striking  against  it ;  and  since  it 
cattnot  bd  inferred  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  defradant's  having  the 
possession  and  control  of  the  barge  at  the  tkne  it  sank,  that  the  defend-' 
ant  was  bound  after  that  time,  that  is,  at  the  time  of  the  ooUiaioo,  to 
use  means  of  precaution ;  we  think  the  declaration  is  insufficient  in  sub- 
^v^_.  stance^  inasmuch  as  all  the  facts  *stated  in  it  may  be  true,  an^ 
-■  yet  the  plaintiff  may  have  no  cause  of  action. 

With  regard  to  the  authorities  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaint^  we 
may  observe  that  Ihtt  v.  Wilke^^  and  all  the  cases  of  the  same  kind,' 
were  cases  of  improper  management  of  property  of  which  the  defmdM^ 
hmd  thep(mei9ion  and  control^  and  therefore  apply  only  to  the  case  <^  a^ 
vessel  under  the  control  of  the  defendant ;  in  which  case,  we  agree  tha^ 
he  would  be  liiable.  The  case  of  Sarfnond  v.  F€ar^(m,  1  Campb*  &l&^ 
^f^j^ears  to  have  turned  on. the  question  of  what  was  the  proper  mode  of 
giving  notice  of  a  sunken  barge^  to  be  adopted  by  an  owner,  who  was 
admiU^d  to  be  liable  to  give  some  notice.  That  a  liability  of  that  kind 
might  be  made  to  appear,  by  proper  averments  in  the  declaration,  ve 
have  already  shown ;  and  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  de- 
claration in  Hdrm&nd  v.  Feanon  did  not  contain  such  averments ;  and 
the  dbrcumstance  of  a  watchman  bei^  employed  to  give  notice,  makes 
it  probable  that  in  fact  the  defendant  retained  the  posseSBion  of  his 
barge,  and  intended  to  resume  his  voyage. 

For  these  reasons,  wO  ai^e  of  opinion  that  the  declaration  is  defective 
in  substance,  and  that  dieTe  muBt  be  ju^ment  for  the  defendant  ^ 

Judgment  for  Ae  defendant. 
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In  case  for  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff**  sheep  by  a  ferocious  dog  kept  by  the  defendant,  be. 
kaDwing  it  to  be  of  ferocious  and  mischievous  disposition,  "not  guilty/'  puts  in  issue  the 
feroeity  of  the  dog  and  the  $eientert  those  matters  forming  the  attbitanee  of  the  charge. 

Tha  aUegatioD  of  duty  va  the  defendant  to  uae  due  and  icasonahte  care  and  precaution  in  keep- 
ing  the  animal,  is  an  immaterial  allegation. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  injury  done  to  tlie  plaintiff 's^hoop^ 
by  a  f erooions  dog. 

The  declaration  statedi  that  the  defendant,  on  the  18th  of  November, 
1846,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  injury  and  damage* 
being  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  wrongfullyy 
wflfully,  and  injuriously  did  keep  a  certain  dog  of  a  ferocious  and 
misehierous  dii^osition,  and  dangenms  to  be  suffered  to  go  at  large,  he 
the  defendant  during  idl  that  time  well  knowing  that  the  said  dog  then 
was,  and  during  the  whole  of  the  said  time  continued  to  be,  of  ferocious 
and  mischievous  disposition  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  was  dangerous  to 
be  suffered  to  go  at  large ;  and  that,  during  the  whole  of  the  said  time^ 
it  was  and  continued  to  be  the  d%i^/  of  the  defendant  to  use  due  ani 
reaiKnuMe  care  and  precaiution  in  and  about  the  keepmg  and  ma- 
nagement of  the  said  dog ;  yet  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing  the 
premises,  but  not  regarding  the  duty  of  him  the  defendant  in  that 
behalf  as  aforesaid,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  19th  of  November,. 
IM^  and  whikt  the  defendant  so  kept  and  continiied  to  keep  the  said  dog, 
90  being  and  continuing  to  be  of  such  cUspontion  as  afbreeaid,  did  noti 
nor  would  use  such  due  and  reasonable  care  and  precantion  in  and  about 
the  keeping  and  management  of  the  said  dog  as  aforesaid;  but,  on  the 
contrary  thereof^  so  negligently  did  keep  the  said  dog,  tiiat  he  wrongfuUy, 
uqnriously,  and  negligently  suffered  tiie  said  dog  to  go  at  large,  said 
thereupon,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  of  the  wrongful,  injurious,, 
and  negligent  conduct  of  the  defendant,  in  so  negligently  keeping  and 
using  the  said  "^dog  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  defendant  so  kept  r«/^oq 
and  continued  to  keep  the  said  dog  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  ^ 
laid  dog  was  and  continued  tobe  of  audi  dispontion  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  <ak' 
the  said  19th  of  November,  1846,  the  said  dog  did  much  hurt,  chase,- 
drive,  bite,  and  worry  divers,  to  wit,  fiffy  sheep  and  fifty  lambs  of  the^ 
plaintiff,  of  great  value,  &c.,  and  that,  by  reason  thereof,  divers,  to  wit, 
twenty  of  the  said  sheep  and  twenty  of  the  said  lambs  of  the  plaintiff, 
of  great  value,  to  wit,  &c.,  then  and  before  the  commencement  of  this, 
snit,  died,  and  became  of  no  value  to  the  {daintiff,  and  the  residue  of  the 
same  sheep  and  lambs,  being  also  of  great  value,  to  wit,  ftc,  were,  and 
each  of  them  was,  otherwise  greatly  terrified,  damaged,  and  injured,  and 
rendered  of  litUe  use  or  value  to  the  pfadntiff :  to  the  damage  of  the  pkiA- 
tiff  of  50/.,  Ac. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  not  guilty. 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  Y.  WnxiAMS,  J.,  at  the  last  spring  i 
at  Taunton.  It  appeared  that  a  dog  belonging  to  the  defendant  had 
ohased  and  killed  certain  sheep  and  lambs  of  the  plaintiff;  but  there 
was  no  eyidence  to  show  that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  dog  was 
accustomed  to  bite  sheep. 

It  was  thereupon  submitted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  upon  the  ground  that,  eyen  since  the  new 
rules,  under  the  plea  of  ^^not  guilty,"  the  9eienter  was  put  in  issue.  And, 
the  learned  judge  being  of  this  opinion,  a  nonsuit  was  accordingly  entered, 
— ^leaye  being  reseryed  to  the  plaintiff  to  moye  to  enter  a  yerdict  for  the 
Bum  of  9/.  14«.,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Bcienter  wu 
not  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty. 

OrawdeTy  in  Easter  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi.  He 
♦6241  ^*^  Wright  y.  Lain9<m,  2  M.  4;  W.  789,  Williams  v.  *Mos^ 
■■  4  M.  &  W.  145,  Tavemer  y.  LitUe,  5  N.  C.  678,  HaH  y.  «w/«y, 
12  Ad.  &;  S.  878,  Dunfard  y.  TrcOOes,  12  M.  &;  W.  529,  and  Torrenet  r. 
QibbinMy  5  Q.  B.  297.  And  he  attempted  to  distinguish  Thonuu  t. 
Mwrgan^  2  C.  M.  &  B.  496,  on  the  ground  that,  from  the  form  of  the 
declaration  in  that  case,  the  Bcienter  was  completely  inyolyed  in  the  issue. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  If  the  declaration  had  been  in  the  ordinary  form,  a 
trayerse  of  the  scienter  would  haye  been  demurrable :  is  the  scienter  less 
put  in  issue  by  not  guilty,  because  that  which  usually  forms  one  ayerment, 
is  here  diyided  into  two?] 

Pashkjf  now  showed  cause.  The  gist  of  the  action  being  not  the 
keeping  of  the  dog,  but  the  keeping  it  with  the  knowledge  of  its  fero- 
cious and  mischieyous  disposition,  ^^not  guilty"  clearly  puts  the  scienter 
in  issue.  The  court  of  Exchequer  distinctly  so  held  in  Thonuu  y.  Mor- 
gan. And,  in  May  y.  Burdett^  10  Jurist,  692, 16  Law  Joum.  N.  S.,  Q.  B. 
64,(a)  where  most  of  the  authorities  are  referred  to,  it  was  laid  down  by  the 
court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  a  person  keeping  a  mischieyous  animal,  with 
knowledge  of  its  disposition,  is  bound  to  keep  it  securely,  at  his  pen!; 
and  that,  if  it  does  mischief,  negligence  is  presumed,(i)  without  express 
ayerment  Lord  Dekman,  in  deliyering  the  judgment  of  the  court, 
there  says:  ^^The  precedenta.  both  ancient  and  modem,  with  scarcely 
an  exception,  merely  state  the  ferocity  of  the  animal,  and  the  knowledge 
of  the  defendant,  without  any  allegation  of  negligence  or  want  of  care. 
^^^  -  A  great  many  *were  referred  to  upon  the  argument,  commencing 
^  with  the  Begister,  and  ending  with  Thomas  y.  Mtrrgan^  and  all  in 
the  same  form,  or  nearly  so.  In  the  Begister,  110,  111,  two  precedents 
of  writs  are  giyen ;  one,  for  keeping  a  dog  accustomed  to  bite  sheep,  and 

(a)  Since  reported,  9  Q.  B.  101. 

(6)  This  presumption  of  negligence, — if  it  can  be  said  to  arise  at  all,  so  as  to  be  in  any  wif 
laaterial,  in  a  case  where  the  owner  is  absolotaly  bound,  at  his  own  peril,  to  prevent  mischief—" 
ia  a  pr^sumptio  jurit  el  de  jure,  against  which  no  aTerment  or  proof  is  receivable.  It  is  not  a 
preaumption  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word,  raiiring  a  primd  facU  case  which  may  bt  rs- 
butted. 
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tbft  other,  for  keeping  a  boar  aocnstomed  to  attack  and  wound  other 
animalB.(a)  The  cause  of  action,  as  stated  in  both  these  precedents,  is, 
the  propensity  of  the  animals,  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff;  but  there  is  no  allegation  of  negligence  or  want 
of  care.  In  the  case  of  Ma»on  t.  Keeling,  1  Ld.  Raym.  606,  12  Mod. 
SS2,  much  relied  upon  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  want  of  due  care 
was  alleged,  but  the  scienter  was  omitted ;  and  the  question  was,  not 
whether  the  declaration  would  be  good  without  the  allegation  of  want 
of  care,  but  whether  it  was  good  without  the  allegation  of  want  of  know* 
ledge, — ^which  it  was  held  that  it  was  not.  The  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
from  an  examination  of  all  the  authorities  appears  to  us  to  be  this, — ^that 
a  person  keeping  a  mischievous  animal,  with  knowledge  of  its  propensi- 
ties, is  bound  to  keep  it  secure,  at  hie  peril ;  and  that,  if  it  does  mischief, 
negligence  is  presumed,  without  express  aTerment.(i)  The  precedents, 
as  well  as  the  authorities,  fully  warrant  this  conclusion."  In  CoWm  v. 
Brawny  3  Ad.  k  E.  812,  4  N.  &  M.  881,  in  case  for  maliciously  indicting 
the  plaintiff  without  probable  cause,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  might 
give  evidence  of  probable  cause,  under  not  guilty..  So,  in  Mummery  v. 
Paulj  1  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  816,  in  case  for  a  fraudulent  representation  on 
the  sale  of  a  commission  business,  the  ^declaration  alleged  that  r^r^qa 
the  plaintiff  bargained  with  the  defendant  to  buy  of  him  his  ■- 
interest  in  a  certain  lease,  and  a  certain  lease,  and  certain  fixtures,  &c., 
and  the  good  will  of  a  certain  business,  for  700/.,  and  that  the  defendant, 
by  then  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  deceitfully  pretending  and  representing 
to  the  plaintiff  that  the  amounts  received  for  commission  in  the  course  of 
the  business,  and  the  net  profits  of  the  trade,  were  of  a  certain  amount, 
then  sold  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  lease,  fixtures,  &c.,  and  the  goodwill  of 
the  said  business,  at  and  for  a  certain  sum ;  and  it  then  went  on  to  allege 
that  the  representation  was  false,  and  a  consequent  damage  to  the  plaintiff: 
and  it  was  held,  that,  under  not  guilty,  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove 
a  sale  (by  production  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties,  which 
appeared  to  be  in  writing),  as  well  as  a  false  and  fraudulent  representation ; 
and  that  it  was  not  enough  to  prove  an  assignment  of  the  lease,  kc.  The 
authority  of  May  v.  Burdett  was  recognised  in  the  more  recent  case  of 
Jaekeon  v.  Smithsan,  15  M.  k  W.  568.  There,  a  declaration  in  case 
stated  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  injuriously  kept  a  ram,  well 
knowing  that  he  was  prone  and  accustomed  to  attack,  butt,  and  injure 
mankind ;  and  that  the  said  ram,  while  the  defendant  so  kept  the  same, 
attacked,  butted,  and  threw  down,  and  thereby  hurt,  the  plaintiff:  and 
it  was  held  sufficient,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  without  showing 
that  the  defendant  negligently  kept  the  ram.  In  TavemerY.  Little'y  5 
N.  G.  678,  7  Scott, 796,  which  will  probably  be  relied  on  for  the  plaintiff, 

(a)  In  an  action  ibr  an  injury  canaed  by  a  boar,  charged  as  animalia  mordere  eomueiust  it  was 
bald  that  cmimalia  must  be  taken  to  apply  to  uaeful  animals,  and  not,  as  suggested  on  behalf 
of  the  defondant,  to  froga.    Janet  ▼.  TAos^mk,  2  Salk.  662. 

(ft)  Vide  supra,  626.  (6) 
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*  the  ownership  of  the  cart,  and  the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  dri?i]ig  it 
.  at  the  time  of  the  aeddent,  were  mere  matters  of  inducement,  which 
were  not  traversable,  and  therefore  not  put  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  not 
guilty. 

It  may  be  observed,  that  the  sort  of  liability  charged  in  this  dedara- 
^  tion,  was  still  more  extended  in  former  *times,  both  at  Athens  («) 

'J  and  Rome.     In  the  laws  of  the  Twelve  Tables,  we  find  the  abso- 
lute precept,  ^^Si  quadrupes  pauperiem  farit^  daminus  nori  miHmum 
njferto;  H  nolet;  quod  noxit  date:"  and  the  old  Roman  law  seems  soon 
to  have  been  extended  to  the  case  of  injury  by  a  dog,(&)  and  to  other 
.  cases  not  within  its  strict  letter,(c)  and  to  have  prevailed  tOl  the  later 
*times  of  the  Eastern  enipire.(d!)    Numerous  cases  are  discnssed 
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in  the  Institntes,(e)  and  in  the  Digest,  under  the  title,  Si  qua- 


(a)  It  appears  from  Platarch,  that  one  of  the  lawe  of  Athens,  established  by  Soloni  related  lo 
injuries  done  by  quadrupeds  ifiHSn  nrpmMm),  iadndiog  the  dog,  and  eontained  a  promon 
resembling  the  noxm  dediti^  of  the  Roman  law.  Plutarch's  words,  (Sol.  p.  91,  £.)  ut, 
''Eypai^  Si  0}<&6tis  TtrpairSiuv  ytffior,  h  ut  K^wa  iaK6vra  wapaio^pat  nX«v«,  xXum 
nrpatitxtt  Mt^ivv,  See  Petit.  Comm.  in  Legg.  Alt.  vii.  3,  p.  632,  ed.  Lugd.  Bat,  1741.— 'R.  P. 

(6)  Julius  Paullus,  Recent.  Sentent.  lib.  i.  tit.  xv.  "  Si  qudrupet  pauperiem  feoerit  dam- 
numve  dederit  quidve  depaata  sit,  in  dominum  actio  datur,  ut  sut  damni  astimstionem  sobeat. 
ant  quadrupedem  dedat ;  quod  etiam,  Lege  Pesulania,  de  cant  cavetur.'* — R.  P. 

(c)  The  Athentsn  Uw,  unlike  the  Mosaic  law,  contained  no  provision  which  required  the  de* 
struction  of  the  miaohievous  animal,  but  directed  it  to  be  given  up  to  the  party  inyurad.  The 
Roman  law  allowed  an  option  to  the  owner  of  abandoning  the  animal  to  the  party  injured,  or 
of  making  a  pecuniary  compensation.  The  law  of  England  adopts  the  latter  alternative  onlf . 
Neither  the  Athenian  nor  the  Roman  4egislatorB  imposed  the  condition  of  the  English  law,-- 
that  it  shall  be  proved  that  the  owner  had  nolice  of  the  miachievous  propensities  of  the  anioiil. 
They  probably  thought  that,  for  civil  purposes,  where  A.  BUBtains  damage  by  the  horns,  hooia, 
or  teeth  of  an  animal  in  which  B.  has  a  beneficial  property,  and  over  which  he  has  the  ezcla- 
•ive  control,  it  is  for  B.,  not  for  A.,  an  innocent  stranger,  to  aacertain  that  which  should  deter- 
mine the  degree  of  care  which  ought  to  be  exercised.  And  in  the  French  code,  neither  know- 
ledge in  the  owner  of  the  mischievous  qualities  of  the  animal,  nor  even  the  existence  of  those  qua- 
lities, is  regarded.  **  Le  propri^taire  d'un  animal,  et  oelui  qui  a*en  aert,  pendant  qu'il  est  a  eon 
usage,  eat  responsable  du  dommage  que  Tanimal  a  caua^,  aoit  que  Tanimal  f&t  sous  sa  girder  nit 
qu*il  fut  ^gar6  ou  dchapp^.*'  Code  Civil,  No.  1385.  A  peculiar  distinction  as  to  the  fde** 
ttTt  is  to  be  found  in  the  Mosaic  code,  where  it  ia  introduced  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  crimioal 
responsibility  in  the  case  of  injury  to  a  freeman  or  freewoman  (Exodus,  c.  xzi.  v.  29, 30, 31), 
and  civil  liability  in  the  case  of  injury  to  a  slave  (v.  32),  or  to  cattle  (v.  36).  The  bull  (rs^or 
nparieriiit  Septuag.)  ia  the  only  ferocious  animal  mentioned. 

id)  Harmenopulu$t  *E{a«i^.  vi.  1,  2,  &  vi.  1,  3.  The  case  for  compensation  is  defined,  as  it 
had  been  defined  by  Serviua  about  a  thousand  years  before, — '*4r(«a  m  (d*y  iypt^ntn  coi^ 

lf\ail/€¥,  olov  XcurnoT^c  I'mnt  i\&KTio»,  1^  Mi  tiOuf  Kipart^siv  Utpirin. — R.  P. 

(e)  '*  Animalium  nomine,  quae  ratione  carent  si  qua  lascivifi  aut  pavore  aut  feritate,  paupertem 
foce^int,  nozaUs  actio,  lege  xii.  tab.  prodita  est ;  quae  animalia,  si  nox»  dedantur,  proficiunt  reo 

,  ad  liberationem ;  quia  its  lex  xii.  tabularum  scripla  est ;  ut  puts*  si  equua  calcttrosus'caloe  per- 
cusserit,  aut  bos,  comu  petere  solitus,  (cornu)  petierit.    Haec  autem  actio  in  iia  quae  contra  natu- 

•ram  moventur,  locum  habet.  Caeterum  si  genitalis  sit  feritas,  eeasat  actio.  Denique  si  arsua 
fugerit  a  domino,  et  sic  nocuerit,  tion  potest  quondam  dominns  conwniri,  quia  desiit,  domin«> 
esse,  ubi  fera  evasit.  Pauperies  autem  est  damnum,  sine  injuria  facientis,  datum.  Nee  enioi 
potest  animal  injuriam  fecisse  dici,  quod  sensu  caret.  Hasc  quidem  ad  noxalem  pertinent 
actionem.  Caterum  sciendum  est  aadilitio  edicto  prohiberi  nos  eanem,  verrem,  spmm,  ursum. 
leonem,  ibi  habere  qua  vulgo  iter  fit :  et  si  adversus  ea  foctum  erit,  et  nocitum  libero  hoiaini 
esse  dicatur,  quod  bonum  et  aequum  judici  videtur,  tanti  dominus  oondemnetur  cBteranim 

•  [vero]  rerum  quanti  damnum  datum  ait  dnpli.  Prcter  has  autem  aedilitias  actiones,  et  de  pau- 
perie  locum  habebit.  Nunquam  enim  actiones,  praesertim  poenales,  de  eddem  re  eoncurrentes, 
alia  aliam  oonsumit.'*  Inst.  lib.  iv.  tit.  ix.  And  see  Vinn.  Inst.  Comm.  ad  hnnc  titulum,  pp. 
852,  653. 
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^impe$  pauperiem  feeme  dieatur:^'  and  the  principle  of  a  misehievoiu 
disposition  in  the  animal,  as  one  condition  of  the  owner's  liability,  is 
recognised  by  Servius,  Dig.  Kb.  ix.,  tit.  1, 1.  4:  ^^Hssc  actio  locum  habet 
cum  commota  feritatCy  nocuit  qtiadrupes:  puta,  si  equus  calcitrosns  coUee 
percusseritj  aut  hotj  cornu  petere  soUtus  comu  petierit*'  The  English 
law  superadds  to  this  rule  the  condition,  that  the  owner  of  any  saeh 
animal  as  a  horse,  bnll,  or  dog,  must  be  aware  of  its  disposition  being 
savage,  before  he  can  be  liable. 

The  fact  of  such  knowledge  of  the  owner,  as  alleged  in  this  declaration, 
IS,  therefore,  clearly  put  in  issne  by  the  plea  of  not  goilty. 

^Orowder  and  Phinny  in  support  of  the  rule.     Where  a  plain-  t^qm 
tiff  chooses  to  set  out,  by  way  of  inducement,  matter  which  may  ^ 

'  be  traversed,  ^^  not  guilty"  does  not  put  it  in  issue.  The  new  rules  afford 
no  certain  guide :  they  only  give  the  general  principle,  the  application  of 
which  must  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.  ^^  In 
actions  on  the  case,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a  denial  only 
of  the  breach  of  dviy^  or  wrongful  acty  alleged  to  have  been  committed 

'  by  the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  inducement :  and  no 
other  defence  than  such  denial,  shall  be  admissible  under  that  plea ;  all 
other  pleas  in  denial,  shall  take  issue  on  some  particular  matter  of  fact 
alleged  in  the  declaration,  "(a)  ^ot  guilty  here,  means,  not  guOty  with 
reference  to  the  matters  alleged  in  the  inducement.  [Y.  Williams,  J. 
What  do  you  mean  by  induccTnent  f\  Whatever  \&  alleged  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  the  charge  intelligible,  but  which  is  not  an  essential  part 
of  the  charge ;  as,  here,  that  the  defendant  kept  a  dog  of  a  ferocious  and 
mischievous  disposition,  well  knowing  it  to  be  ferocious.  Keeping  a 
savage  dog,  or  other  ferocious  animal,  per  «e,  is  not  a  wrongful  act;  the 
wrongful  act  is,  the  so  keeping  it  as  to  cause  injury :  the  gist  of  the 
action  is,  the  negligent  keeping.  [Matjle,  J.  Tou  are  directly  at 
issue  with  May  v.  Burdett  and  Jackson  v.  Smithson,  The  allegation  of 
duty  is  quite  immaterial ;  Broton  v.  MaUett.{h)  The  utmost  diligence 
will  not  excuse  the  defendant,  if  the  dog  was  of  a  ferocious  disposition, 
and  the  defendant  knew  it.]  The  ground  of  action  is,  the  biting  of  the 
plaintiff's  sheep.  [Maulb,  J.  No;  it  is  the  keeping  a  ferocious  dog, 
knowing  his  disposition.  Not  guilty  cannot  put  the  biting  in  issue :  that 
is  the  act  of  the  dog.]  Suppose  the  dog  to  have  been  in  the  highest 
degree  ferocious,  and  that  the  defendant  knew  it,  but  the  plaintiff's  sheep 
were  not  •injured,  clearly  there  would  be  no  cause  of  action.  If  the  r^go  a 
defendant  meant  to  deny  that  the  dog  was  of  a  ferocious  disposition,  ^ 
and  that  he  knew  it,  he  should  have  warned  the  plaintiff  of  his  intention, 
by  pleading  specially.    In  May  v.  Burdett  and  Jackson  v.  Smithson^  the 

"  Caoem  lioet  retinere  qua  vulgo  iter  fit.  I.  bi  enim  %  deinde  aiunt  ediles.  Alber.  Spieg. 
Si  quia  igitnr  canem  irritavit,  et  efTecit  ut  aliquem  morderet,  quamyis  earn  non  tenuit,  Proctt- 
Ills  respondit,  aqmliBB  aetioDem  eaae.    Vide  Mela  21,  ^  5,  ad  1.  Ag."    Calyin.  Lex.  in  varbo 

(«)  H.  T.  4  W.  4,  Reg.  IV.  I.  (&)  Ante,  p.  599. 
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form  of  the  declaration  was  altogether  different  from  this;  there  was  no 
allegation  of  negligence :  and  the  objection  was  taken  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment. [Maitlb,  J.  According  to  those  cases,  this  declaration  states  a 
substantial  cause  of  action.]  If  Tarrence  v.  GibbinSj  5  Q.  B.  297,  is 
to  be  upheld,  it  is  a  conclusive  authority.  There,  in  an  action  for  sedu- 
cing the  daughter  and  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held,  that  a  plea, 
that  the  party  seduced  was  not  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  did  not 
amount  to  an  argumentative  plea  of  not  guilty.  In  Wright  v.  Laimon^ 
2  M.  &  W.  789,  it  was  held,  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  to  a  declara- 
tion in  case  against  a  sheriff  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  iana  to  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.y  puts  in  issue  only  the  fact  of  the  sheriff's  having  the  money  in 
his  hands,  and  the  making  the  return  alleged,  and  that  it  is  not  competent 
to  him,  under  that  plea,  to  set  up  as  a  defence,  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
debtor  before  the  execution  of  the  writ.  In  Tavemer  v.  Littlej  5  N.  C. 
678,  in  case  against  the  defendant  for  negligently  driving  his  cart  and 
horse  against  the  plaintiff's  horse,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  could 
not,  under  not  guilty,  show  that  he  was  not  the  person  driving,  and  that 
the  cart  did  not  belong  to  him.  In  Duitfard  v.  TrattleSj  12  M.  k  W. 
529,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  to  a  declaration  stating  that 
the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  ship,  which,  by  the  carelessness  and 
mismanagement  of  his  servant,  ran  foul  of,  and  damaged,  the  plaintiff  *b 
ship,  admitted  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  ship,  and  only 
*M^'\  ^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ii^jury  was  occasioned  by  the  ^carelessness,  &c., 
^^•^J  of  his  servants.  In  ffaH  v.  Orowleyj  12  Ad.  k  E.  378,  the 
declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  wagon  and 
horses,  which  were  under  the  care  of  the  defendant's  servant,  and  that 
the  defendant,  by  his  servant,  so  carelessly  drove  the  same,  that  the 
plaintiff's  carriage  was  injured:  and  it  was  held,  that,  under  a  plea  of 
not  guilty,  the  defendant  could  not  prove  that  the  servant  and  horses 
were  not  his,  the  allegation  that  they  were  so,  being  matter  of  induce- 
ment, and  admitted  by  the  plea.  [Maulb,  J.  In  the  three  last-cited 
cases,  apart  from  the  injury,  the  proprietorship  of  the  cart,  the  ship,  and 
the  wagon,  was  innocent.  If  you  can  convince  us  that  the  keeping  a 
ferocious  dog  is  an  innocent  thing,  you  will  have  made  some  way.  It 
is  consistent  with  both  May  v.  Burdett  and  Jackson  v.  Smithson^  that 
the  defendants  used  the  utmost  diligence  and  care.  The  courts  there, 
seem  to  have  considered  the  defendant's  knowledge  of  the  ferocity  of 
the  animal  to  be  quite  immaterial.]  Put  the  case  of  a  person  keeping 
poison,  or  a  loaded  gun,  and  mischief  resulting.  [Maule,  J.  There  the 
act  would  not  be  unlawful,  unless  there  were  culpable  negligence.]  One 
of  the  instances  given  in  the  rule,  is — ''  In  an  action  of  slander  of  the 
plaintiff  in  his  office,  profession,  or  trade,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  will 
operate  to  the  same  extent  precisely  as  at  present,  in  denial  of  speaking 
the  words,  of  speaking  them  maliciously,  and  in  the  sense  imputed,  and 
with  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  office,  profession,  or  trade," — ^that  being 
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the  substance  of  the  charge ;  '^  but  it  irill  not  operate  as  a  denial  of  the 
fact  of  the  plaintiff's  holding  the  office  or  being  of  the  profession  or  trade 
alleged,'* — these  being  matter  of  inducement  only.  Mummery  v.  Paul 
was  a  totally  different  case.  Tikdal,  C.  J.,  there  sajs  :(a)  ^^  The  wrong- 
ful act  and  the  motive,  are  virtually  and  substantially  one  proposition, 
•and  you  cannot  separate  the  two ;  and  the  whole  is  put  in  issue  by  Yma^o 
not  guilty.  The  case  is  distinguishable  from  those  in  which  the  *- 
matter  is  distinctly  alleged  on  the  face  of  the  declaration  by  way  of 
inducement  only."  And  again  :(i)  ^^  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  like  the 
old  action  for  deceit  on  a  sale,  where,  under  not  guilty,  both  the  warranty 
and  the  sale  are  put  in  issue,  the  two  being  inseparable.  The  case  of 
OUton  V.  Brown,  2  Ad.  &  E.  812, 4  N.  &  M.  881,  where  it  was  laid  down 
that  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  to  an  action  for  a  malicious  prosecution,  under 
the  new  rules,  puts  in  issue  the  fact  of  prosecution  as  well  as  the  want  of 
probable  cause,  appears  to  me  not  to  be  in  principle  distinguishable  from 
the  present."  And  C^esswell,  J.,  said :  "  The  plea  of  not  guilty 
clearly  puts  in  issue  the  sale  by  means  of  the  fraudulent  representation : 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  both  a  sale  and  a  representation."  {c) 

OoLTMAN,  J.  Nothing  that  has  been  advanced  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  has  altered  the  opinion  I  have  already  intimated,  viz.  that,  in  an 
action  of  this  description,  the  plea  of  ''not  guilty"  puts  in  issue  the 
keeping  a  savage  dog,  and  the  fact  that  the  defendant  knew  of  its  savagef 
disposition.  The  language  of  the  rule  upon  which  the  question  depends; 
is — '^  In  actions  on  the  case,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  shall  operate  as  a 
denial  only  of  the  breach  of  duty  or  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  defendant,  and  not  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  induce- 
ment ;  and  no  other  defence  than  such  denial,  shall  be  admissible  under 
that  plea :  all  other  pleas  in  denial  shall  take  issue  on  some  particular 
matter  of  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration."  What  is  the  wrongful  act 
here  alleged  ?  Looking  at  the  frame  of  this  declaration,  it  may  be  said 
that  the  negligently  keeping  the  dog,  was  the  wrongful  act  charged ; 
but  that  is  ^overlooking  that  which  is  the  gist  and  substance  of 
the  action.  It  ]&  clear  from  the  case  of  May  v.  Burdeit, — ^where  *- 
the  matter  underwent  very  great  consideration, — ^that  the  circumstances 
of  the  defendant's  keeping  the  animal  negligently,  is  not  essential ;  but 
that  the  gravamen  is,  the  keeping  a  ferocious  animal,  knowing  its  pro- 
pensities, and  the  consequent  injury  to  the  plaintiff.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  case  falls  within  the  principle  of  Wright  v.  Lain^on.  There,  the 
wrongful  act  complained  of,  was,  the  making  a  false  return :  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  debtor  was  no  part  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  sheriff.  For  the 
same  reason,  in  the  present  case,  the  wrongful  act  was  not  the  negligent 
mode  of  keeping  the  dog,  but  the  keeping  it  at  all,  knowing  its  ferocious 
disposition.    It  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  was  properly  nonsuited. 

(a)  1  Man.  Or.  &  8.  381.  (6)  Page  d8S. 

{-)  And  aa«  Com.  Dig.  tit.  AcCim  mi  CU  eoMf^r  n^ligmtet  (A  5). 


Maulk,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is,  what  is  ihc^ 
eieet  of  the  plea  of  '^  not  guilty"  in  an  action  for  damage  done  to  the 
plaintiff  *B  sheep  by  a  ferocious  dog,  as  regulated  and  restricted  by  the 
new  rules.  I  apprehend,  that,  if  several  unlawful  acts  are  alleged  in  the 
same  declaration,  not  guilty  will  put  them  all  in  issue.  Here,  the  deck- 
ration  states  that  the  defendant  wrongfully,  wilfully,  and  injuriously,  kept 
a  dog  of  a  ferocious  and  mischierous  disposition,  and  dangerous  to  be, 
suffered  to  go  at  large,  he,  the  defendant,  well  knowing  that  the  said  dog 
was  of  ferocious  and  mischievous  disposition  as  aforesaid,  and  danger* 
(HIS  to  be  suffered  to  go  at  large ;  that  the  defendant  so  negligently  kept 
the  dog,  that  he  wrongfully,  injuriously,  and  negligently,  suffered  it  to  go 
at  large ;  and  that,  thereupon,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  of  the 
wrongful,  usurious,  and  negligent  conduct  of  the  defendant  in  so  negli- 
gently keeping  and  using  the  said  dog  as  aforesaid,  khe  dog  chased  and  bit 
certain  sheep  of  the  plaintiff.  Now,  the  cases  of  Maj/  v.  BurdeU,  Jaek-. 
*6M1  '^^  ^*  *SmUh$<m^  and  the  general  course  of  precedents  and  author 
^  rities  referred  to  in  the  former  case,  prove  that  the  wrongful  ae^ 
is,  the  keeping  a  ferocious  dog,  knowing  its  savage  disposition ;  and  that 
an  action  of  this  sort  may  be  maintained  without  alleging  any  negligence. 
The  declaration  here,  idly  and  superfluously,  states  a  duty  to  arise  on  the 
defendant's  part, — as  in  Brown  v.  Mallett^[a) — ^to  use  due  and  reasonable 
oare  and  precaution  in  and  about  the  keeping  and  management  of  the 
dcig.  Supposing,  however,  that  the  negligently  keeping  the  dog  is  a 
wrongful  act,  and  that  the  averment  that  the  defendant  did  so  is  a  mate* 
rial  and  traversable  averment,  then  there  will  be  two  wrongful  acts  stated 
in  the  declaration, — ^the  keeping  a  ferocious  dog,  knowing  it  to  be  fero- 
eious,  and  the  keeping  it  so  negligently  as  to  occasion  injury  to  the  plaiur 
ti£^ — ^both  of  which  will  be  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty.  It  may  be,  thai 
the  allegation  of  negligence,  coupled  with  the  consequent  damage  to  the 
plaintiff,  would  show  a  cause  of  action.  Here,  however,  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  declaration  contains  a  sufficient  allegation  of  a  cause  of  action. 
It  states  a  wrongful  act, — the  keeping  a  ferocious  dog,  knowing  its  dis* 
position, — ^and  damage  to  the  plaintiff.  The  injury  to  the  plaintiff  would 
be  the  same,  whether  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negligence  or  not.  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  scienter  was  put  in  issue  by  not  guilty, 
wd  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  it. 

y.  Williams,  J.(()  For  the  reasons  already  given,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  nonsuit  was  right.  Rule  discharged.(<?) 

(a)  Antd,  p.  599.  (5)  Ciisswkll,  1.,  had  gone  to  dumben. 

(0)  And  M  4  M.  &  G.  377, 
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•WORTHINGTON  v.  WARRINGTON.    JM.  8.       [•685 

By  a  memoffaodani  of  agreement  (eontaining  words  of  present  demise),  A.,  agreed  to  let  certain 
premises  to  B.  for  two  years,  at  a  certain  rent,  and  that  B.  should  have  the  right  of  pur* 
chasing  the  premises  at  the  end  of,  or  at  any  time  daring  the  term,  for  a  given  sum, — "  t^  being 
mmdergt^od  that  A.  was  possessed  of  the  same  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  Mrs.' 
M .» and  of  the  survivor  of  them  :"— 

Hdd,  that,  by  this  agreement,  A.  bound  himself  to  make  title  to  the  premises  for  the  lives  of 
himself  and  M.  and  the  life  of  the  survivor.  Held,  also,  that  a  single  lease  stamp  (30«. 
ander  55  GSeo.  3,  e.  184)  was  sufficient. 

This  was  an  action  of  assmnpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  on,  &c.» 
by  a  certain  agreement  in  writing  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, the  defendant  agreed  to  let  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  take,  for  two  years,  from  the  9th  of  October,  1844,  at  the  rent  of 
50/.  per  annum,  the  house,  &c.,  called  Bremlow,  then  in  the  occupation 
of  the  plaintiff;  that  it  was,  in  and  by  the  said  agreement,  also  agreed 
between  the  said  parties,  that  the  plaintiff  might,  at  his  own  expense, 
make  such  alterations  in  the  house,  as  he  might  think  proper,  the  same 
being  improvements ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  of  pur- 
chasing the  said  house,  &c.,  at  the  end  of  the  said  term  of  two  years,  ^ 
for  the  sum  of  600/.,  it  being  then  understood  by  and  between  the  said 
parties  that  the  defendant  was  poeeewed  of  the  eaid  AoiMe,  ^c.^for  hie  own 
life  and  the  life  of  one  Ifre.  Mainwaring,  and  the  survivor  of  them:. 
that,  the  said  agreement  being  so  made,  in  consideration  thereof,  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  then  promised  the  defend- 
ant to  perform  all  things  in  the  said  agreement  contained,  on  his,  the  plain- 
tiff's,  part  to  be  performed,  he,  the  defendant,  then  promised  the  plaintiff 
to  perform  all  things  in  the  said  agreement  contained,  on  his,  the  defend- 
ant's, part  to  be  performed,  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  possessed  of 
the  said  house,  &c.,  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  the  said  Mrs.  Main- 
waring,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them;  and  that  the  defendant 
would,  if  the  ^plaintiff  elected  to  purchase  the  said  house,  &c.,  r^cgog 
according  to  the  said  agreement  as  aforesaid,  make  and  deduce  ^ 
to  the  plaintiff  a  good  and  valid  title  to  the  said  thereinbefore-mentioned 
estate  and  interest  of  him,  the  said  defendant,  in  and  to  the  said  house, 
&c. :  Averment,  that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  said  agreement  and 
promise  of  the  defendant,  did,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  take  the  said  house,  &c., 
called  Bremlow,  from  the  said  defendant,  and  enter  into  possession  and 
occupation  thereof,  on  the  terms  aforesaid ;  that,  during  the  term,  to  wit, 
on,  &;c.,  he,  the  plaintiff,  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  it  was  his, 
the  plaintiff's,  intention  to  exercise  his  right  of  purchasing  the  said 
house,  &c.,  called  Bremlow,  for  the  said  ffum  of  600Z.  in  the  agreement 
mentioned,  and  that  he  would  purchase,  and  that  he  then  elected  to  pur- 
chase, the  said  house,  &c.,  called  Bremlow,  at  that  price,  as  in  the 
agreement  mentioned,  and  the  plaintiff  then  requested  the  defendant  to 
make  and  deduce  to  him  a  good  and  valid  title  to  the  said  thereinbefore- 

2L 
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mentioned  estate  and  interest  of  him,  the  defendant,  in  the  said  honseY 
&c. :  that,  although  a  reasonable  time  after  the  defendant  had  such 
notice,  and  was  so  requested  to  make  and  deduce  to  the  plaintiff,  such 
good  and  valid  title,  had  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit, 
and  although  the  plaintiff  had  always  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the 
said  purchase-money,  according  to  the  said  agreement,  and  had  always 
performed  all  things  contained  in  the  said  agreement,  on  his  part  to  be 
performed, — ^yet  that  the  defendant  had  disregarded  his  said  promise,  and 
was  not,  either  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  or  with- 
in a  reasonable  time  after  he  had  notice  of  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff 
to  purchase  the  said  house,  &c.,  according  to  the  said  agreement,  or 
when  the  said  purchase  was  to  have  been  completed,  or  at  any  other  time, 
^^07-1  possessed  of  *the  said  house,  &c.,  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  the 
J  said  Mrs.  Mainwaring,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement,  and  of 
his  said  promise ;  and  that  the  defendant,  further  disregarding  his  said 
promise,  did  not  nor  would,  within  such  reasonable  time  as  aforesaid,  or  at 
any  other  time,  make  or  deduce  to  the  plaintiff  a  good  or  valid  title  to  such 
estate  and  interest  in  the  said  premises,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  his  said  promise, — that,  by  means  thereof,  the  plaintiff  had 
been  deprived  of  all  the  benefits  which  he  would  have  derived  from  the 
completion  of  the  said  purchase ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the 
promise  of  the  defendant,  and  intending  to  purchase  the  said  house,  &c., 
according  to  the  said  agreement,  did,  during  the  said  term,  make  divers 
alterations  and  improvements  in  the  said  house,  &c.,  at  his  own  expense, 
to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  1000/.,  and  that  the  said  improvements  were, 
by  reason  of  the  said  breach  of  promise  of  the  defendant,  wholly  lost  to 
the  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  non  assumpsit : 

Secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  give  notice  to  the  defendant,  that 
it  was  his,  the  plaintiff's,  intention  to  exercise  his  right  of  purchasing  the 
said  house,  &c.,  for  600?.,  or  that  he  would  purchase,  or  that  he  elected 
to  purchase,  at  that  price,  according  to  the  said  agreement,  mod^  et 
formd,  &c. : 

Thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  request  the  defendant  to  make  and 
deduce  to  him,  the  plaintiff,  a  good  and  valid  title  to  the  said  estate  and 
interest  of  him,  the  defendant,  in  the  said  house,  4;c.,  as  mentioned  in 
the  said  agreement,  modo  et  formd^  &c. : 

Fourthly,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  said 
purchase-money,  according  to  the  said  agreement,  modo  etfarmdj  kc: 
*6381  *^if*^l^'yj  ^^^^  t^®  defendant  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
J  the  said  agreement,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after  he  had 
notice  of  the  plaintiff's  intention  to  purchase  the  said  premises,  accord- 
ing to  the  said  agreement,  and  when  the  aaid  purchase  was  to  have  been 
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completed,  poaseesed  of  the  said  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life 
of  the  said  Mrs.  Mainwaring,  and  for  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement  and  his 
promise,  &c. : 

Sixthly,  that  the  defendant  did,  within  such  reasonable  time  as  afore- 
said, make  and  deduce  to  the  plaintiff,  a  good  and  valid  title  to  such 
estate  and  interest  in  the  said  premises  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  agreement,  and  of 
his  said  promise,  &c. 

Upon  these  pleas,  the  plaintiff  joined  issue. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Goltmak,  J.,  at  the  last  spring  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Chester.     The  plaintiff  put  in  the  following  agreement : — 

*^  Memorandum,  that  the  undersigned  Thomas  Warrington  agrees  to 
let  the  undersigned  George  Worthington,  for  two  years  from  the  9th  of 
October  last,  at  the  rent  of  50/.  per  annunij  the  house,  outbuildings, 
gardens,  and  field  at  Bromborough,  now  in  the  occupation  of  the  said 
George  Worthington ;  and  also  agrees  that  the  said  George  Worthington 
may,  at  his  own  expense,  make  such  alterations  and  additions  to  the 
premises  as  he  may  think  proper,  the  same  being  improvements ;  and,  that 
the  said  George  Worthington  shall  have  the  right  of  purchasing  the 
above  premises,  at  the  end  of,  or  at  any  time  during,  the  term,  for  the 
som  of  600/., — it  being  understood  that  the  said  Thomas  Warrington  is 
possessed  of  the  same  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  Mrs. 
Mainwaring,  and  of  the  survivor  of  them.  And  the  said  *George  (-^/•qq 
Worthington  hereby  also  agrees  to  the  above  terms.  Dated,  the  '- 
7th  of  November,  1844. 

(Signed)  "Thomas  Warrington. 
Gborqe  Worthington." 

"Witness, 
"Robert  Hughes." 

This  memorandum  was  stamped  with  a  single  30«.  stamp  only.  On 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  insisted,  that,  inasmuch  as  it  contained 
a  distinct  agreement  to  purchase,  besides  the  agreement  to  let,  it  should 
have  had  two  309.  stamps.  The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection, 
but  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  document  was  insufficiently  stamped. 

The  defendant  not  being  possessed  of  the  estate  mentioned  in  the  agree- 
ment, but  of  a  term  of  sixty-one  years  only,  the  plaintiff  had  refused  to 
complete  the  purchase,  and  brought  this  action  to  recover  damages  in 
respect  of  improvements  he  had  made  upon  the  premises  on  the  faith  of 
the  defendant's  contract. 

It  was  submitted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  memorandum 
produced  did  not  sustain  the  declaration;  and  that,  there  being  no 
express  contract  for  title,  the  rule  caveat  emptor  must  apply. 

The  learned  judge,  inclining  to  this  opinion,  directed  the  jury  to  find 
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'  for  the  defendaiit  on  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  issues,  and  for  tLe 

-  plaintiff  on  the  fifth  and  sixth. 

Cfromptonj  for  the  plaintiff,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nm 
for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  submitted,  that,  in 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  estates,  whether  freehold  or  leasehold,  an  agree- 
ment to  make  a  good  title,  is  always  implied, — citing  Souter  v.  *  Drake,  5 
B.  &  Ad.  992,  8  N.  &;  M.  40,  Doe  d.  Ghay  v.  Stanian,  1  M.  4  W. 
^^J  695,  EaU  v.  BeUtf,  4  M.  &  G.  410, 5  Scott,  N.  R.  508,  Sugden'a 
Vendors  and  Purchasers.(a)  And,  with  regard  to  the  stamp,  he  con- 
tended that  a  single  30«.  stamp  was  sufficient,  no  second  stamp  being 

'  necessary  in  respect  of  the  liberty  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  purchase 
the  premises,— citing  Cawthome  v.  Holbenj  1  N.  R.  279,  Cotder  r. 
Lrakeford,  8  Taunt.  382,  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Lowth,  8  B. 
&  C.  247,  2  M.  &  R.  278,  Price  v.  Tlwmasj  2  B.  &  Ad.  218,  Doe  d. 

'  Phillippa  V.  PhillippB,  11  Ad.  &E.  796,  8  P.  &  D.  608,  and  Nicholhr. 

Cro99y  14  M.  k  W.  42,  and  distinguishing  Clayton  v.  Burtenshaw,  5  B. 

&  C.  41,  7  D.  &  R.  800.    [V.  Williams,  J.,  referred  to  Wharton  v. 

Walton,  7  Q.  B.  474.] 

Wehhy  now  showed  cause.     The  agreement  ought  not  to  have  been 

'  received.  It  should  have  had  an  agreement  stamp,  in  addition  to  the 
lease  stamp,  the  contract  to  purchase  being  wholly  distinct  from  the 
demise.  In  Wharton  v.  Walton^  A.,  by  written  contract,  agreed  to 
take  a  public-house  of  S.,  at  a  certain  rent,  and  to  buy  of  S.  all  the  beer 
which  should  be  sold  and  consumed  on  the  premises,  under  a  penalty  of 
80Z.  for  every  barrel  bought  of  any  other  person ;  and  to  quit  on  six 
months'  notice,  under  a  penalty  of  80Z.  per  month  for  holding  Over.  At 
the  end  of  this  instrument  was  wj;itten — "  and  it  is  further  agreed  by  0. 
(who  was  not  previously  made  party  to  the  contract)  that  he  will  hold 
himself  responsible  for  any  amount  of  money  which  may  become  due 
from  A.  to  S.,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  amount  of  36?.*'  The  names  of  S., 
0.,  and  A.,  were  subscribed.  In  an  action  by  S.  against  0.  on  the 
•fidn  guarantee,  it  was  held  that  the  *lease  stamp  was  not  sufficient, 
^  but  that  an  agreement  stamp  was  necessary,  in  respect  of  O/s 
guarantee  for  the  payment  of  penalties.  [V.  Williams,  J.  In  that 
case,  there  was  a  distinct  collateral  agreement  for  payment  of  the  money 

*  by  a  third  person,  who  was  no  party  to  the  lease.     Cresswell,  J.    This 

■  does  not  much  differ  from  an  ordinary  covenant  to  renew.]  That  would 
require  a  separate  stamp.  [Maulb,  J.  Clearly  not.]  In  Prwev. 
Thomas,  2  B.  &  Ad.  218,  by  indenture,  in  the  form  and  containing  the 
usual  covenants  of  a  lease,  A.  demised  premises  to  B.,  and  B.  and  C. 
covenanted  to  pay  the 'rent,  but  C.  was  not  otherwise  referred  to  in  the 
instrument.  In  an  action  against  C.  on  the  covenant  to  pay  rent,— it 
was  held  that  the  indenture  was  available  against  him,  though  stamped 
as-a  lease  only,  and  that  a  deed  stamp  was  unnecessary.    But  Lord  Tbn- 

(a)  llth  edit.  p.  34. 
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TRRDIN  sud :  ^*  If  this  coTenant  had  introdaoed  new  matter,  no  way  con- 
nected with  the  demise,  but  whoUy  distinct  and  independent,  it  might  then 
have  been  said  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  benefit  by  such  a  stamp  aa  waB 
affixed  to  this  indenture.  But  that  was  not  the  case.*'  In  Corder  v. 
Drdkeford^  3  Taunt.  382,  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  lease  in  writing  contain 
a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  goods,  it  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to 
prove  the  sale  of  the  goods,  unle&s  it  has  both  a  lease  and  an  agreement 
stamp.  So,  in  Clayton  v.  Bwieonshawy  5  B.  &  C.  41,'  7  D.  &  B.  800,  by 
an  instrument  under  seal,  A.  agreed  to  take  and  hire  of  B.  certain 
premises,  at  a  certain  yearly  rent,  but  no  time  was  fixed  for  the  com- 
mencement or  the  determination  of  the  interest.  It  was  also  agreed 
that  A.  should  take  at  a  valuation,  to  be  made  on  a  future  day,  the 
fixtures,  furniture,  and  stock  in  trade  on  the  premises.  The  instrument 
had  a  stamp  of  30^.  impressed  upon  it ;  and  the  court  held, — ^first,  that  it 
was  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease — secondly,  that  the  stamp  was 
♦insufficient.  "  If,"  said  Littledalb,  J.,  "  it  be  a  lease,  still  I  p^«^n 
think  it  clear  that  the  stamp  was  insufficient.  The  fixtures  might  ^ 
be  accessory  to  the  house,  but  the  goods  were  not  so,  and  were  not 
the  subject-matter  of  the  demise.  Now,  the  words  of  the  statute 
requiring  certain  stamps  upon  leases,  apply  only  to  that  which  is  let. 
The  question,  therefore,  seems  free  from  doubt;  for,  besides  the 
words  of  demise,  or  agreement  to  demise,  this  instrument  contains  a 
contract  by  deed  for  the  sale  of  goods.  Such  a  contract  is  not  within 
the  exception  in  favour  of  bargains  for  the  sale  of  goods ;  and  the  deed, 
not  being  otherwise  charged,  was  liable  to  a  duty  of  IL  15«."  So  here, 
the  contract  of  purchase  is  as  distinct  from  the  contract  to  demise,  as  if 
the  two  had  been  written  upon  different  pieces  of  paper.  [Maule,  J. 
The  agi*eement  to  purchase  is  not  without  consideration,  because  it  is 
inseparably  connected  with  the  lease.]  That,  it  is  submitted,  is  begging 
the  whole  question. 

The  learned  judge  was  quite  right  in  directing  the  jury  to  find  the  first, 
and  most  material,  issue  for  the  defendant.  Where  the  vendor  has  no 
interest  in  the  estate  he  contracts  to  sell,  he  is  answerable  in  damages. 
But  the  contractor  for  the  purchase  of  a  real  estate,  to  which  the  title 
proves  (without  collusion)  defective,  is  entitled  to  no  satisfaction  for  the 
loss  of  his  bargain :  Flureau  v.  Thomhill,  2  Sir  W.  Bla.  1078.  The 
agreement  in  this  case  does  not  amount  to  a  contract  that  the  defendant 
had  the  precise  interest  therein  described.  [Maulb,  J.  What  was  the 
use  of  inserting  the  words — ^'it  being  understood  that  the  said  Thomas 
.  Warrington  is  possessed  of  the  same  premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life 
of  Mrs.  Mainwaring,  and  of  the  survivor  of  them" — ^unless  it  were  intended 
to  make  them  part  of  the  agreement  ?]  The  very  form  of  expression 
shows  that  *the  parties  were  uncertain  as  to  the  exact  nature  of  p^^^  o 
the  defendant's  interest.    [Crbsswbli.,  J.    What  was  it  that  the  I- 
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plaintiff  was  to  have  the  option  of  purchasing  for  600/.  ?]    Whatever 
interest  the  defendant  had  in  the  premises. 

JEgertarif  contrfl.  The  stamp  was  sufficient.  The  memorandum  con- 
tained but  one  contract,  vu.,  the  demise :  all  the  rest  was  ancillary  only. 
The  case  of  Doe  PhUlippa  v.  PhUlipps,  11  Ad.  &  E.  796,  8  P.  &  D. 
608,  is  exactly  analogous.  It  was  there  held,  that,  on  a  surrender  of  a 
lease  for  liyes,  purporting  to  be  made  in  consideration  of  120L  and  of  a 
new  lease  to  he  granted  to  the  surrenderor  for  his  life,  the  deed  does  not 
require  an  agreement  stamp,  in  addition  to  the  ad  valorem  stamp ;  the 
stipulation  for  a  new  lease  not  being  a  ^*  matter  or  thing  besides  what" 
is  '^  incident  to  the  sale  and  conveyance,"  within  the  55  6.  8,  c.  184, 
Sched.  Part  I.  tit.  Conveyance.  In  Wliarton  v.  WdUon^  there  was  a 
distinct  guarantee  for  payment  of  the  money  by  a  third  party.  Pat- 
TB60N,  J.,  says :  ^'  This  is  not  a  joining  in  the  principal  covenant,  as  the 
defendant  had  done  in  Price  y.  Thomae;  but  a  separate  thing,— a 
distinct  agreement  by  the  defendant  to  guarantee  the  payment  of 
money."  In  NieholU  v.  OroBB,  14  M.  k  W.  42,  where  a  piece  of  land 
was  demised  for  ninety-nine  years,  at  an  annual  rent  of  8/.,  and  the  lease 
contained  a  covenant  that  the  lessee  should,  within  a  year  from  the  grant- 
ing of  the  lease,  build  a  dwelling-house  on  the  land,  and  expend  the  sum 
of  150/.  at  the  least  upon  it, — ^it  was  held  that  a  stamp  of  20«.  was  suf- 
ficient. All  that  Corder  v.  Draheford  decides,  is,  that  the  stamp  must 
be  regulated  with  reference  to  that  which  is  the  principal  subject-matter 
of  the  deed.    [The  court  here  interposed.] 

*6441  *OoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  instrument  in  ques- 
^  tion  was  sufficiently  stamped.  The  effect  of  the  agreement  is,  a 
demise  for  two  years,  at  a  certain  rent,  with  an  option  to  the  lessee  to 
purchase  during  the  term,  for  a  given  sum,  a  further  lease  for  two  lives. 
The  contract  for  sale  is  sufficiently  connected  with  the  consideration  for 
the  lease,  to  render  a  further  stamp  unnecessary. 

As  to  the  other  point,  it  struck  me,  at  the  trial,  that  this  was  not  an 
ordinary  contract  of  purchase, — ^not  a  positive  engagement  on  the  part 
of  the  vendor  that  he  had  a  particular  interest,  but  an  agreement  to 
convey  such  a  title  as  he  had.  I  am,  however,  now  satisfied  that  I  took 
an  erroneous  view  of  the  case.  An  agreement  of  purchase,  means, 
primd  facie^  a  purchase  of  the  fee.  The  subsequent  words  here  intro- 
ducedy  were  inserted  for  the  benefit  of  the  vendor, — ^that  he  might  not 
be  understood  as  contracting  to  convey  an  estate  in  fee,  but  only  a  term 
determinable  upon  his  own  life  and  that  of  Mrs.  Main  waring.  This^ 
estate,  the  defendant  has  failed  to  convey.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial 
must,  therefore,  be  made  absolute. 

BIaulb,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  in  effect  an  agree- 
ment to  take  certain  premises  for  two  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  502. : 
the  eonnderation  bebg,  that  the  tenant  shall  have  the  possession  for  two 
years,  and  the  option,  during  that  time,  of  purchasing  them  for  600/. 
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At  the  close  of  the  agreement,  are  the  folloinng  words — ^^  it  being  un- 
derstood that  the  said  Thamaa  Wcarrmgton  \b  possessed  of  the  same 
premises  for  his  own  life  and  the  life  of  Mrs.  Mainwaring,  and  of  the 
sarriyor  of  them."  It  has  been  suggested  that  it  is  not  to  be  understood 
from  this  that  the  defendant  pledged  himself  that  he  had  the  precise 
interest  described,  mz.  an  estate  for  the  lives  of  himself  and  Mrs.  Main- 
waring,  *and  the  life  of  the  surviror.  But  I  think  the  introduc-  r^r^^r 
tion  of  those  words  has  the  eflfect  of  cutting  down  to  a  contract  '' 
to  sell  an  estate  for  two  lives,  that  which  otherwise  would  be  understood 
to  be  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate  in  fee.  I  therefore  think  this 
u  an  agreement  in  the  terms  put  in  issue  b j  the  plea  of  non  assumpsit, 
viz*  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  premises  for  the  lives  of  Mrs. 
Mainwaring  and  himself,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor:  and,  that  issue 
having  been  found  for  the  defendant,  without  any  evidence  to  warrant 
such  a  finding,  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 
Crbsswbll,  J.,  and  Y.  Williams,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absoIute.(a) 

(a)  And  see  Spratt  t.  /^ery,  10  B.  &  C.  249,  5  M.  &  R.  188. 


CHADDOCK  V.  WILBRAHAM  and  Another.    Feb.  9. 

Bjr  the  9  G.  4,  c.  31,  a.  27,  power  is  given  to  two  justices,  in  cases  of  assault,  to  impose  upon 
the  offender  a  fine,  not  exceeding  5{.,  '*  to  be  paid  to  some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor, 
or  to  some  other  officer  of  the  parish,  township,  or  place  in  which  the  oflence  shall  hate 
been  committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  use  of  the  general  rate  of 
the  county,  riding,  or  division,  in  which  such  parish,  township,  or  place  ahall  be  situate  ;'* 
and  s.  35  provides  that  the  conviction  may  be  drawn  up  in  a  given  form,  or  m  any  other 
form  of  words  to  iko  $amo  ^eef  .*— 

AeU,  that  a  conviction,  by  which  the  penalty  was  ordered  to  be  paid  "  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
county  of  C,  in  which  the  said  offence  was  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied  according  to 
&e  directions  of  the  statute,"  &e.,  or  the  party,  in  default,  to  be  imprisoned  for  two  months, 
Ac,  was  bad ;  and  that  the  jnstiees  were  liable  in  trsspaaa,  for  the  impiJaomneBt  of  tlM 
it. 


Trbspass,  for  an  assault  and  false  imprisonment  brought  against  two 
justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Chester. 

Plea,  not  guilty  ^'by  statute.'* 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  ^spring  |-^/»^^ 
assises  for  the  county  of  Chester.  The  facts  were  as  follows : —  ^ 
On  the  25th  of  October,  1845,  the  plaintiff  was  duly  convicted  before  the 
defendants,  under  the  statute  9  O.  4,  c.  31,  s.  27,(a)  of  an  assault  upon 
one  Mary  Goodwin,  and  ordered  to  pay  a  penalty  of  8/.,  and  21.  for  costs, 
with  an  alternative  of  two  months'  imprisonment  in  default  of  payment  of 
such  penalty  and  costs.  A  month's  time  was  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
the  5/. ;  at  the  expiration  of  which,  the  money  not  having  been  paid, 
the  plaintiff  was  arrested  under  the  following  warrant,  and  taken  to  gaol, 
whence  he  was,  at  his  own  request,  carried  to  the  magistrates'  office,  when 
he  paid  the  amount  of  penalty  and  costs  to  the  dork. 

(a)  Anta,  p.  555. 
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''  Connty  of  Chester,  to  wit.  To  the  oonstables  of  the  township  of 
Baton,  in  the  siud  county  of  Chester,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  house  of 
correction  at  Nether  Knntsford,  in  the  said  county  of  Chester : 

'' Whereas,  Thomas  Chaddock,  of  Congleton,  in  the  said  conntrjrof 
Chester,  labourer,  was,  on  the  25th  day  of  October,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1845,  at  Congleton  aforesaid,  duly  convicted  before  us,  the  undersigned 
Handle  Wilbraham  the  younger,  Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  James  Brierley,  two 
of  her  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Chester, 
for  that  he  the  said  Thomas  Chaddock  did,  on  the  18th  day  of  October 
then  instant,  and  now  last  past,  at  Eaton,  in  the  said  county  of  Chester, 
unlawfully  assault  and  beat  one  Mary  Goodwin,  of  Eaton  aforesaid,  widow, 
without  any  just  cause,  and  in  breach  of  Her  Majesty's  peace;  and 
whereas,  we,  the  said  justices,  did  then  and  there  adjudge  the  said 
« AJ.71  ^'^^^^  Chaddock,  for  his  said  offence,  *to  forfeit  and  pay  the  earn 
-■  of  8Z.,  and  also  to  pay  the  further  sum  of  22.  for  costs,  amounting 
together  to  the  whole  sum  of  5/. :  and  whereas,  we,  the  said  justices,  did 
then  and  there  order  that  the  said  sums  should  be  paid  by  the  ssid 
Thomas  Chaddock  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  November  then  next 
ensuing,  and  now  instant,  and,  in  default  of  payment  of  the  said  sums  by 
him  on  or  before  the  said  25th  day  of  November,  we  did  order  and 
adjudge  that  the  said  Thomas  Chaddock  should  be  imprisoned  in  the 
house  of  correction  at  Nether  Enutsford,  in  the  said  county  of  Chester, 
for  the  space  of  two  calendar  months  from  then  next  ensuing,  unless  the 
said  sums  should  be  sooner  paid :  and  whereas,  we,  the  said  justices, 
«lid  then  and  there  further  order  that  the  said  sum  of  8L  should  be  paid 
to  Kfie  treasurer  of  the  said  county  of  Chester^  in  which  the  said  offence 
was  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied  according  to  the  directions  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  that  the  aforesaid  sum  of 
2/.  for  costs  should  be  paid  to  the  said  Mary  Goodwin  :  and  whereas, 
the  said  Thomas  Chaddock  hath  not  paid  the  said  sums  of  32.  and  22.,  or 
either  of  them,  pursuant  to  the  above-mentioned  adjudication,  but  herein 
hath  made  default :  these,  are,  therefore,  to  command  you,  the  said  cim- 
stables,  to  apprehend  the  said  Thomas  Chaddock,  and  him  to  convey  to 
the  said  house  of  correction  at  Nether  Enutsford,  and  him  to  deliver  to 
the  keeper  thereof,  together  with  this  warrant : 

^^  And  we  do  hereby  command  you,  the  said  keeper  of  the  said  house 
of  correction,  to  receive  the  said  Thomas  Chaddock  into  your  custody  in 
die  said  house  of  correction,  and  him  there  safely  keep  for  the  space  of 
two  calendar  months,  unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid :  and  for 
your  80  doing  this  shall  be  your  sufficient  warrant : 
♦fSdft!  *^*  Given,  under  our  hands  and  seals,  at  Congleton  aforesaid, 
^*^J  the  26th  day  of  November,  1845. 

(Signed)    "Randlb  Wilbraham,  jun.  (l.  s.) 
Jambs  Bribblkt.  (l.  8.)" 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  the  conviction  (whieb 
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in  teriDB  agreed  wtth  the  warrant)  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  it  directed  the 
penalty  to  be  paid  ^*to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Chester,"  instead 
of  **to  the  overseers  of  the  poor"  of  the  plaee  where  the  offence  was 
committed. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  52.,  subject  to  leave 
ree^rved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if 
the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  above  objection  was  not  well 
founded. 

Welalffj  accordingly,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi.  He 
r^arred  to  Chiffith  v.  ffarriesy  2  M.  &  W.  835,  and  to  Paley  on  Oonvic* 
ti<ms,  209. 

Oaueh  (with  whom  was  Byles^  Serjt.),  now  showed  cause.  The  convic- 
tion is  bad.  The  27th  section  of  the  9  G.  4,  c.  31,  under  which  the  ' 
conviction  took  place,  authorises  the  justices  to  direct  the  penalty  to  be 
paid  *^to  some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  to  some  other  officer 
of  the  parish,  township,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shall  have  been 
committed."  The  objection  is  not  that  there  is  a  mere  mistake  as  to  the 
distribution  of  the  penalty.  The  justices  are  required  to  name  the  par- 
ticular overseer  or  other  officer  to  whom  the  payment  is  to  be  made,  so 
that  the  party  convicted  may  be  under  no  difficcdty  as  to  the  performance 
of  the  duty  imposed  upon  him.  It  is  not  a  case  of  omission  only :  but  the 
convicting  justices  direct  the  payment  to  be  *made  to  a  person  to  r-^/»^Q 
whom  they  have  no  authority  to  order  it  to  be  paid,  and  who  has  ^ 
no  anthority  to  receive  it.  The  imprisonment,  therefore,  for  not  doing 
that  which  by  law  the  defendants  had  no  authority  to  require  the  plain- 
tiff  to  do,  was  wrongful.  Suppose  this  money  had  been  paid  to  one  of 
the  overseers  of  the  parish  or  township,  and  he  had  omitted  to  hand  it 
over  to  the  county  treasurer,  the  party  might  have  been  subjected  to 
imprisonment  without  any  actual  default  on  his  part.  The  form  of  con- 
vietion  given  in  s.  85,  clearly  indicates  that  the  recipient  of  the  penalty 
18  to  be  a  person  named.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  party  convicted 
might  relieve  himself  by  payment  to  the  gaoler. 

Welsbjfj  Taumsend^  and  JSgertarij  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  27th 
section  of  the  act,  which  provides  that  the  penalty  shall  be  paid  ^^  to  some 
one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  to  some  other  officer  of  the  parish, 
township,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shall  have  been  committed," 
goes  on  to  provide  that  it  shall  be  ^^  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over 
to  the  use  of  the  general  rate  of  the  county,  riding,  or  division  in  which 
raeh  parish,  township,  or  place  shall  be  situate."  And  the  35th  section 
provides  ^^  that  the  justices  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  summarily 
convicted  of  any  offence  against  the  act,  may  cause  the  conviction  to  be 
drawn  up  in  the  following  form  of  words(a),  or  in  any  other  ^form  r-,^A|^ 
^iir0r(2i^otAe  MUM  tf^eet,  as  the  case  shall  require."    It  is  enough,  ^ 

(«)  "  Be  it  remembered,  that,  on  the  —  day  of  ^— ,  in  the  year  of  onr  Lord  — ,  at 
— ~,  IB  the  connty  of  ^— ,  [er  ridiiVt  divuion,  ltberty«  dty,  ^c^  u  Hm  com  mtg  flijlt  A. 
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tberefore,  if  by  the  form  used,  the  money  eventually  finds  its  way  into 
the  hands  of  ike  proper  person.  [Maulb^  J.  The  diffioolty  of  fiadi^; 
the  county  treasurer  shovdd  not  have  been  imposed  upon  the  party.]  Li 
Chiffith  v.  Harries^  the  whole  penalty  was  directed  to  be  paid  to  a  penMm 
who  by  the  statute  was  only  entitled  to  receive  a  moiety.  The  words 
here  objected  to  are  at  the  most  mere  surplusage.  Where  the  statute 
gives  complete  directions  for  the  application  of  the  penalty,  the  convic- 
tion and  warrant  need  not  contain  them.  [Maule,  J.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  the  warrant  may  speak  amiss.  Coltman,  J.  Pay- 
ment to  the  constable  or  the  gaoler  would  have  been  sufficient.]  It  seeof 
so.  In  Paley  on  ConvictionB,(a)  it  is  said :  ^'  If  the  commitment  be  till 
payment  of  a  certain  fine,  it  follows,  of  course,  and  is  moreover  now  ex- 
pressly provided  by  the  5  G.  4,  c.  18,  s.  8,  that  the  party  is  entitled  to 
be  set  at  liberty  upon  payment  thereof;  and,  indeed,  he  ought  to  be  re- 
leased, upon  tendering  the  same  to  the  officer  entrusted  with  the 
execution  of  the  warrant:  for,  where  an  officer,  after  a  tender  of  the 
•f^^ll  V^^^^Ji  persisted  in  conveying  a  person  *to  gaol,  insisting  abs 
J  upon  the  payment  of  a  further  sum  indorsed  by  the  justices  on  a 
warrant,  under  the  name  of  costs,  ho  was  held  liable  to  an  action  of 
false  imiHrisonment."(i)  The  5  O.  4,  c.  18,  %.  8,  authorises  the  dis- 
charge of  the  party  convicted,  on  payment  of  the  fine  to  the  goaler.  Li 
Bame%  v.  Whiter  1  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  192,  a  conviction  under  the  general 
to  the  informer,  and  the  other  moiety  to  ^^  the  treasurer  of  the  com- 
missioners for  amending  the  roads  and  highways"  in  the  place  where  the 
offence  was  committed, — ^the  form  given  in  the  statute,  directing  the 
payment  to  be,  one  moiety  to  the  informer,  and  the  other  moiety  te 
^^  the  surveyor  of  the  turnpike-road  where  the  said  offence,  Jbc.,  hi^ 
pened :"  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute; 
TiNDAL,  0.  J.,  treating  it  as  a  mere  defect  of  form,  which  was  provided 
agabst  by  the  148th  section.  So,  here,  it  is  expressly  enacted,  by  8. 
86,  that  no  conviction  shall  be  quashed  for  want  of  form.  In  Th»  King 
V.  JefferieSf  4  T.  R.  767,  it  was  held,  that,  if  a  conviction  under  the  SI 

O.  is  eonTicted  before  ns  {naming  tkt  JuMtieef] ,  two  of  His  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  fcr 
the  aaid  oouoty  [«r,  riding,  Slc.]  ,  for  that  he,  the  eoid  A.  O.  did  [t^ect^Oe  ^enee^  sad  At 
(OM  and  place  when  and  where  the  §ame  was  committed,  at  the  ca»e  may  he] ;  and  we,  the  sod 

Justices,  adjudge  the  said  A.  O.  for  his  said  ofience  to  be  imprisoned  in  the ,  and  there 

kept  to  hard  labour,  for  the  apaee  of —[or,  we  judge  the  said  A.  O.  for  his  said  oflencs  Is 

forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of ,  (here  state  the  amount  of  the/ne  impeeed)] ,  and  aiio  to  pay  the 

•am  of ,  for  costs,  and,  in  default  of  immediate  payment  of  the  said  sums,  to  be  imprisoiMd 

in  the— , for  the  space  of^— ,  unless  the  said  sums  shall  be  sooner  paid;  [or,  and  we 
orior  that  the  said  sum  shall  be  paid  by  the  said  A.  O.  on  or  before  the  -^day  of^'-H; 

and  we  direct  that  the  said  sum  of [i.  e.  the  aawunt  of  the  Jme]  shall  be  paid  to  — of 

— ^  aforesaid,  in  which  the  said  offence  was  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied  according  to  the 
dkectioiia  of  the  statute  in  that  earn  made  and  provided ;  and  we  order  that  the  said  somof 

for  costs  shall  be  paid  to  C.  D.  [Oe  paHf  aggritmil .    CKven,  under  ov  handii  the  dif 

and  year  first  above  mentioned.'* 

(o)  Sd  edit.  p.  245. 

(ft)  Citiog  Smia  V.  Sibetm,  I  Wila.  153. 
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O.  8,  e.  21,  8.  4,  which  enacts  that  all  convictions  against  the  act  may 
be  made  out  "in  the  form,  or  to  the  effect,  following"  (giving  the  form), 
contain  all  the  substantial  parts  of  that  prescribed,  it  iJs  good,  though  it 
aiao  contain  something  more;  for,  surplusage  will  not  vitiate  a  con- 
viction. The  King  v.  Priest^  6  T.  R.  638,  and  MaB%ey  v.  Johnson^ 
12  East,  67,  are  to  the  same  effect.  In  Daniell  v.  PhUlippij  1  C.  M. 
k  R.  662,  6  G^wh.  292,  in  trespass  for  false  imprisonment,  against 
two  magistrates,  the  defendants  gave  in  evidence  a  conviction  under  the 
7  &  8  G.  4,  c.  80,  8.  24,  of  the  plaintiff,  for  "  unlawfully  and  maliciously 
dsmaging,"  fcc.,  a  quantity  of  •rushes,  for  which  they  adjudged  the  p^/,;.^ 
plaintiff  to  pay  the  sum  of  10«.  as  a  re€U(mable  eompensatian^  and  ^ 
6».  6^.  for  costs ;  and,  in  default  of  immediate  payment,  the  pluntiff  to 
be  imprisoned/or  one  calendar  manthj  unless  the  said  sum  should  be  sooner 
paid.  The  warrant  of  commitment  stated  the  offence  to  be,  that  the 
flsiniiS  unJaufulh/  trespassed  on  land  in  the  occupation  of  D.  Thomas, 
and  cut  down  and  carried  away  a  quantity  of  rushes,  and  that  for  such 
offence  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the  sum  of  10s.  penalty ;  and  the  gaoler 
was  ordered  to  detain  him  for  the  space  of  one  months  or  until  he  should 
he  ddioered  by  the  due  order  of  law.  It  was  held  that  the  conviction 
sufficiently  supported  the  commitment.  Here,  the  conviction  directs  the 
application  of  the  penalty  '^  according  to  the  directions  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  .and  provided ;"  and  the  party  sustains  no  injury  from 
the  introduction  of  superfluous  matter.  In  the  case  of  In  re  Boothrotfdj 
15  M.  &  W.  1,  a  conviction  under  the  17  G.  8,  c.  66,  s.  10,  for  being 
in  possession  of  materials  suspected  to  be  purloined  or  embezzled,  pur- 
ported to  be  made  upon  the  information  on  oath  of  the  informer  and 
other  witnesses,  and  concluded  by  directing  that  the  penalty  should  be 
paid,  applied,  and  distributed,  as  the  law  directs,  according  to  the  form 
and  direction  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided :  and  it 
was  held,  that,  as  the  application  of  the  penalty  was  fixed  by  the  statute, 
and  the  justices  had  no  discretion  therein,  the  conviction  was  sufficient, 
in  directing  it  to  be  paid,  &c.,  as  the  law  directs.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  there 
said :  ^^  I  think  the  true  rule  is,  that,  where  the  justices  are  to  exercise 
a  discretion,  they  must  show  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  that  they  have 
done  so :  but,  if  no  discretion  is  vested  in  them,  then  it  is  sufficient  for 
the  conviction  to  state  that  the  penalty  is  to  go  as  the  law  directs." 
*{y.  WiLLiAHB,  J.  Here,  the  justices  have  a  discretion  to  exer-  r«ggo 
cise.  Until  they  have  done  so,  it  is  not  ascertained  to  whom 
the  money  is  to  be  paid.  Maulb,  J.  The  magistrates  had  no  right  to 
impose  upon  the  gaoler,  or  upon  any  other  person  than  the  overseer,  the 
doty  of  paying  over  the  money  to  the  county  treasurer.]  The  act  is  in 
this  respect  directory  only.  In  the  case  last  cited.  Pollock,  G.  B.,  goes 
on  to  say,  '^  it  is,  however,  sufficient,  if  the  form  given  in  the  statute,  be 
followed  substantially:  it  need  not  be  followed  verbally."  And  Parks, 
B.,  says  that  ^^  the  statute  does  not  require  that  the  precise  form  of  the 
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conviction  it  gives,  should  be  followed."  In  practice  the  fine  is  never  paid 
to  the  overseer.  It  is  always  paid,  either  to  the  magistrates'  clerk^  <x'  to 
the  gaoler.  All  that  the  magistrates  have  to  do,  is,  to  see  that  the 
ultimate  appropriation  of  it,  is  in  accordance  with  the  directions  of  the 
statute, 

CoLTMAN,  J.  I  should  havc  been  extremely  glad  if  the  conviction  in 
this  case  could  have  been  supported.  It  is  not  suggested  that  the 
defendants  were  actuated  by  any  improper  motive ;  but,  unfortunately, 
they  have,  through  inadvertence  and  mistake,  failed  to  pursue  the  proper 
course.  It  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  Catich  has  pointed  out  a  fatal  objec- 
tion, viz.j  that  the  conviction  directs  the  party  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
penalty  to  a  person  to  whom  the  act  does  not  authorise  them  to  direct 
the  payment  to  be  made — ^the  treasurer  of  the  county;  and  therefore, 
as  has  been  put  very  forcibly,  the  plaintiff  has  been  sent  to  prison  for 
disobedience  of  an  order  which  the  justices  had  no  power  to  make.  I 
think  the  verdict  must  stand. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  act  requires  that  the 
magistrates  shall  select  one  of  certain  officers,  as  the  person  to  whom  the 
*6541  P^^^^^y  ^^^^  ^^  *paid,  and  to  point  out  the  result  of  their  selectioD, 
m.,  some  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  some  other  officer  of 
the  parish,  township,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shall  have  been  com- 
mitted :  so  that,  during  the  interval  of  time  given  for  payment,  the  party 
convicted  may  have  no  greater  difficulty  imposed  upon  him  than  to  go  and 
tender  the  money  to  a  person  indicated.  If  the  defendants  had  had  the 
act  of  parliament  before  them,  and  had  taken  the  smallest  degree 
of  pains  to  follow  its  directions,  they  could  not  have  filled  up  the 
form  in  the  manner  they  have  here  done.  I  agree  that  it  was  a  mere 
slip  on  the  part  of  the  justices :  but  it  clearly  was  one  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  quite  justified  in  taking  advantage.  For  anything  that 
appears  to  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  may  have  been  quite  ready  to  pay 
the  money,  if  the  person  to  whom  the  payment  was  to  be  made,  had 
been  properly  pointed  out. 

Gresswell,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  objection  taken  to  the 
conviction  in  this  case,  is  well  founded. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not  think  the  act 
is  directory  merely,(a)  in  the  manner  suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the 
defendants.  Rule  discharged. 

(a)  As  to  the  distinction  between  essential,  provisions  in  statutes  and  such  provisions  as  are 
directory  only,  see  Rex  v.  Sparrow,  2  Stra.  1123 ;  Res  ▼.  Loxdale,  1  Buir.  445,  7 ;  Res  v.  Pelf, 
Selw.  N.  P.  11th  ed.,  1080,  n. ;  Leicestershire  case,  1  Peckw.  45 ;  Margate-Pier  Ccmpanf  v. 
Hannam,  3  B.  &  Aid.  266  ;  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Birmingham,  8  B.  &  C.  29,  2  Mann.  ^  Ryl- 
290;  Rex  Y,  Mayor  of  land&n,  9  B.  A,  C.  1,4  Mann.  &  Rjrl.  36,  51;  Pearee  y.  Monee,  9  A. 
&  E.  S4,  4  N.  &  M.  48 ;  Southan^ton^Doek  Company  v.  Rid^rds,  1  M.  &  6.  448,  460, 1 
Scot:  N.  R.  219;  Cole  v.  Green,  6  M.  &  G.  872,  884.  890,  7  Scott.  N.  R.  682;  Dwarrispo 
Suttttes,  713. 
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In  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  as  devisee  under  a  will  of  J.  S.  At  the  trial, 
the  defendants  admitted  the  seisin  of  J.  S.,  and  the  due  execution  of  that  will,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  primd  facie  entitled  under  it,  and  proposed  to  set  up  a  subsequent  will  revoking 
the  first  will.    The  defendants  were  permitted  to  begin. 

Held,  that,  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  permitted  to  begin. 

Held,  also,  that  an  erroneous  ruling  with  respect  to  the  right  to  begin,  is  ground  for  a  newi 
trial ;  but  that,  at  all  events,  it  is  so,  where  prejudice  has  resulted  from  the  course  taken. 

Ejectment,  for  lands  in  Shropshire.  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed 
as  devisee  of  William  Brayne,  under  a  will  of  the  23d  of  September,  1844. 

At  the  trial,  before  Gaselee,  Serjt.,  at  the  last  spring  assizes  at  Shrews- 
bury, Sir  F.  Kelly ^  for  the  defendants,  offered  to  admit  that  W.  Brayne 
died  seised, (a)  and  the  due  execution  of  his  said  will,  and  that  it  would 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  unless  the  defendants  could  displace  it  by 
a  subsequent  testamentary  disposition  of  the  26th  of  December  in  the 
same  year,  and  claimed  the  right  to  begin.  After  argument,  the  learned 
judge  decided,  that,  as  the  admission  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a 
verdict  if  no  evidence  were  given  on  either  side,  the  defendants  were; 
entitled  to  begin. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  defendants, 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  in  this  respect.  He  referred  to 
aoodtitU  d.  Revett  v.  Braham,  4  T.  R.  497,  Doe  d.  CorheU  y.  Corbett, 
3  Campb.  368,  Doe  d.  Wolla»ton  v.  Barnes,  1  M.  &  Rob.  386,  Mercer  v. 
Whall,  5  Q.  B.  461,  and  Ashby  v.  Batea,  15  M.  &  W.  689. 

*Sir  F.  Kelly  and  Gray  now  showed  cause.     The  lessor  of  the  r^^^g^ 
plaintiff  in  this  case  claimed  under  a  will  of  William  Brayne,  *- 
bearing  date  the  28d  of  September,  1844.     The  defendants,  admitting 
that  that  will  was  duly  executed  and  attested,  and  that  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  was,  primd  facie,  entitled  under  it,  set  up  a  subsequent  will, 
bearing  date  the  26th  of  December  in  the  same  year,  revoking  the  < 
former  will,  and  devising  the  estate  to  them,  the  defendants.     They  ' 
were,  therefore,  upon  principle,  as  well  as  upon  authority,  entitled  to 
present  their  case  first,  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury.     By  admitting 
the  former  will,  and  the  devise  to  the  plaintiff  therein,  the  defendants 
admit  a  complete  and  perfect  case,  which,  but  for  the  proof  of  the  subse- 
quent will,  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict.     It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  to  give  any 
evidence  of  amount  of  damages.     In  the  case  of  heir  and  devisee,  the 

(«)  The  will  being  made  after  first  of  Jaauary,  1838,  seisin  at  the  tiau  of  tie  cfsvite,  was 
immaterial. 

(6)  The  decision  of  this  court  in  the  principal  case,  may  possibly  put  an  end  to  the 
inconvenient  practice  introduced  by  GoodtiUe  ▼.  Brakam,  whidi  enabled  a  defendant  to  force 
a  plaintiff  to  accept  an  admission  which  the  latter  did  not  want,  and  to  compel  him  to  conduct 
his  case  in  a  manner  difibrent  from  that  which  the  atate  of  tha  rtcord  had  preacribed  to  the 
partiea.  ^ 

VOL.  v.— .ng.ir(L(L|i7/;  gM  
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rule  is  well  established.  To  entitle  him  to  a  yerdiot,  the  heir-at-law 
would  have  to  prove  the  seisin  of  the  ancestor,  and  his  heirship :  the 
devise'e,  by  admitting  the  seisin  and  the  heir8hip,(a)  entitles  himself  to 
begin.  A  second  case  is,  where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims,  not  as 
heir-at-law,  but  under  a  will,  and  the  defendant,  under  a  codicil  of  a  later 
date :  the  latter,  admitting  the  will,  and  the  devise  to  the  plamtiff  under 
it,  but  asserting  that  that  devise  is  destroyed  by  the  codicil,  is  allowed  to 
begin.  A  third  case  is  the  present,  where  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims 
under  a  will,  duly  executed  and  attested,  devising  the  property  in  ques- 
tion to  him,  and  the  defendant  admits  that  will,  but  claims  as  devisee 
*fi^»n  ^^^^^  *  subsequent  will :  for  this  latter  case,  *as  well  as  for  the 
J  two  former,  there  are  authorities  to  show  that  the  defendant  ^ 
entitled  to  begin 'at  the  trial. 

The  right  of  the  devisee  to  begin,  in  a  case  between  the  heir-at-law 
and  himself,  where  the  seisin  and  heirship  are  admitted,  was  settled  so 
long  ago  as  the  case  of  Q-oodtitle  d.  Revett  v.  Brahanij  4  T.  R.  498, 
and  has  never  been  the  subject  of  dispute  since.  That  case,  indeed, 
goes  further  than  is  necessary  for  the  present  case ;  for,  it  decided,  that 
the  defendant  in  ejectment  was  entitled  to  the  general  reply,  where  the 
plaintiff,  claiming  by  descent,  proved  his  pedigree,  and  stopped,  and  the 
defendant  set  up  a  new  case,  in  his  defence,  which  was  answered  by 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

With  regard  to  the  case  of  parties  claiming  respectively  under  a  will 
and  codicil,  Doe  d.  Corbett  v.  Corbett^  8  Campb.  368,  is  a  distinct 
authority.  There,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  will,  and 
the  defendant  under  a  codicil  thereto,  the  validity  of  which  was  the 
question  between  them.  The  pleadings  being  opened,  the  defendant's 
counsel  said  they  admitted  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  under 
the  will,  and  claimed  the  right  of  first  proving  their  case,  and  having 
the  general  reply ;  relying  on  Goodtitle  d.  Revett  v.  Braham.  On  the 
part  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  that  rule  was  denied  to  be  applicable  to 
a  case  where  each  of  the  contending  parties  claimed  as  devisee  of  the 
same  testator.  But  Bayley,  J.,  held  that  the  principle  was  the  same  in 
both  cases,  and  that  a  devisee  named  in  the  codicil,  stands  in  the  same 
relation  to  the  devisee  named  in  the  will,  as  the  devisee  named  in 
the  will  does  to  the  heir-at-law.  That  was  a  decision  of  a  most  able 
judge,  which  has  never  been  questioned,  and  between  which  and  the 
present  case,  there  is  no  distinction  in  good  sense.  The  same  principle 
^  was  acted  upon  in  Doe  d.  Wollastan  v.  *  Barnes^  1  M.  &  Rob- 

J  386,  in  which  case  it  was  ruled,  that,  in  ejectment  by  lessors 
claiming  through  several  descents  from  A.,  where  the  defendant  admits 
all  the  descents  except  the  first,  and  claims  under  a  will  of  A.,  the 

(a)  If  the  deviRee  is  to  be  understood  as  admitting  heirship  in  respect  of  the  landt  i.  e.  that  the 
yery  land  deMcetided  from  A.,  the  ancestor,  to  B.,  the  heir,  he  admits  himself  out  of  court ;  if, 
as  admitting  only  that  A.  died  seised,  and  that  B.  is  neit  of  blood,— denying  the  deteent  of  the 
land. — be  does  not  admit  a  primA  facie  title  in  6.,  and  see  infra,  673  (6),  674  (a). 
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defendant  is  entitled  to  begin.  That  was  an  action  brought — on  the 
demise  of  a  party  claiming  as  heir  of  Mrs.  Sophia  Richards  and  of  John 
Olavell,  and  also  on  a  demise  from  the  devisees  of  Mrs.  Richards, — to 
recover  property  which  had  belonged  to  John  ClavelL  After  his  death, 
Mrs.  Richards,  his  heir,  entered,  and  devised  the  property  to  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  clauned  under  a  will  of  John  Olavell.(a) 
•Sir  James  Searlettj  for  the  defendant,  claimed  the  right  to  begin,  p^./,^Q 
and  said  he  admitted  that  John  Glavell  died  seised,  that  Mrs.  ■- 
Richards  was  his  heir,  and  had  possession  of  the  property  from  the  time  of 
hia  death,  that  the  plaintiff  was  heir  of  John  Clavell  and  of  Mrs.  Richards, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  unless  he,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  proved  the  will  of  John  Clavell.  He  argued,  that  the 
proper  mode  of  trying  the  right  to  begin,  was,  by  considering  the  case 
as  it  would  have  been  if  the  parties  had  deduced  their  titles  in  the  plead- 
ings: in  that  case,  the  averment  by  the  defendant,  in  answer  to  the 
plaintiff 's  title,  would  have  been,  that  John  Clavell  had  made  the  will  in 
question,  and  the  plaintiff  must  have  traversed  that :  upon  which,  the 
affirmative  of  the  issue  would  have  been  on  the  plaintiff  [meaning,  the 
defendant],  as  it  was  there,  in  fact :  the  only  question  being,  did  Clavell 
make  the  will,  or  did  he  not.  Wilde,  Serjt.,  contrft,  upon  the  authority 
of  Doe  d.  Tucker  v.  Tticker,  M.  &  M.  686,  insisted,  that,  in  order  to 
entitle  him  to  begin,  the  defendant  was  bound  to  admit  the  plaintiff's 
whole  case ;  that  it  was  part  of  the  plaintiff 's  case,  that  Mrs.  Richards 
died  seised,(S)  which  could  not  be,  if  John  Clavell  made  the  will  in 

(a)  Wollaston,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifT,  may  be  considered  as  having  set  up  fire  tit1e»* 
a«  haTing  claimed  by  three  derivative  titles  under  the  seisin  of  ClaTell,  and  by  two  derivative 
titles  under  the  seisin  of  Mrs.  Richards.  1.  His  first  title,  under  the  seisin  of  Clavell,  was,  that 
Clavell  died  seised,  and  that  the  right  descended  to  Mrs.  Richards,  as  his  heir,  and  from  her  to 
Wollaston,  as  heir  of  Clavell.  2.  His  second  title  under  Clavell  was,  that  Clavell  died  seised, 
that  the  land  descended  to  Mrs.  Richards,  that  she  became  seised,  and  that  the  land  descended 
from  her  to  Wollaston  as  her  heir.  3.  His  third  title  under  Clavell  was,  that  Clavell  died 
seised,  that  the  land  descended  to  Mrs.  Richards,  that  she  became  seised,  and  devised  to  Wollas- 
ton. 4.  His  first  title  under  the  seism  of  Mrs.  Richards,  was,  that  Mrs.  Richards  died  seised, 
and  that  the  land  descended  to  Wollaston  ss  her  cousin  and  heir.  5.  His  second  title  under 
the  seisin  of  Mrs.  Richards,  was,  that  Mrs.  Richards,  being  seised,  devised  to  Wollaston,  and 
died  seised.  The  second  and  third  titles  may  be  regarded  as  superfluous,  as  actual  seisin  in  fee 
in  Mrs.  Richards,  would  render  all  prior  seisins  immaterial.  If  the  admission  tendered  by  Sir 
JamcM  Scarlett  had  been  of  the  fourth  title,  it  would  have  been  the  ordinary  case  of  a  devisee, 
admitting  the  primd  facie  title  of  the  heir.  If  the  defendant  rested  his  case  solely  upbn  the 
devise  to  him,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  such  an  admission  should  not  have  been  made 
and  accepted.  The  difierence  between  such  an  admission  and  that  actually  made,  appears  to 
be,  that  the  defendant,  instead  of  admitting  that  Wollaston  was  heir  of  a  person  who  had  died 
seised,  admitted  him  to  be  the  real  representative  of  such  heir. 

In  replevin,  where  the  defendant  avowed  under  a  lease  from  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the  plain- 
tifi*  pleaded  non  tMtfactum^  and  also  other  pleas  the  proof  upon  which  lay  on  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  begin,  inasmuch  as  the  other  issues  were  immaterial,  until 
the  existence  of  the  lease  was  established.     Ward  v.  ,  cor.  Burrouoh,  J..  Dorchester 

Assizes,  18th  July,  1823.  The  learned  judge  also  held  that  the  circumstance  of  the  plaintilT'a 
having  been  permitted,  under  an  order  made  at  chambers  by  Mr.  J.  Pabkv,  to  pay  money 
into  court  upon  the  issue  of  riens  in  arrere  made  no  diflerence,  the  plaintiff  not  having  with- 
drawn his  plea  of  non  ut  factum. — MSS. 

(6)  This  would  be  in  respect  of  Wollaston* s  cisim  as  heir  of  Mrs.  Richards,  but  not  in 
rsspect  of  his  claim  as  heir  of  ClsTell,  though  tracing  hia  descent  through  her. 
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question;  that  the  defendant  might  meet  the  plaintiff's  case  by  some 
snbseqnent  fact  defeating  that  case,  but  he  must  admit  aU  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  prove,  to  make  out  his  case ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  bound  to  take  admissions,  except  in  the  single  case  of  the  heir-at-law 
*f{f{(f{  ^^  ^^^  person  *Iast  seised.     Lord  Denman  said :  '^  It  is  the  duty 

-■  of  a  judge,  in  oases  of  this  sort,  to  decide  the  right  to  begin,  as 
far  as  can  be,  on  some  certain  principle ;  and  I  think,  that,  on  prmciple, 
the  defendant  admits  enough  to  entitle  him  to  begin.  Here,  the  defend- 
ant admits  all  the  plaintiff  requires  to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict,  except 
the  single  fact  of  the  descent  to  Sophia  Richards :  that,  he  proposes  to 
defeat  by  a  will  which  he  will  have  to  prove,  and,  on  that  will,  is  the  single 
issue  in  the  cause.  If,  instead  of  the  general  form  and  statement  in  eject- 
ment, the  titles  had  been  adduced  in  the  pleadings,  the  issue  must  have 
been  on  the  will ;  and  I  think  that  is  a  correct  mode  of  trying  the  ques- 
tion.(a)  I  do  not  agree  to  the  doctrine  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  take 
an  adimission  in  any  other  case  than  that  mentioned.  I  remember  a  ca^e  at 
Nottingham,  in  which  I  was  for  the  defendant,  claiming  under  a  will ;  the 
plaintiff  claimed  under  a  prior  will,  which  I  admitted,  and  (I)  was  allowed 
to  begin.  The  defendant  is,  in  my  opinion,  entitled  to  begin  in  this  case." 
[Maule,  J.  You  cannot  rely  on  that  case  as  being  immaculate  in  point 
of  law ;  for,  Lord  Denman  is  there  made  to  apply  the  test  of  special 
pleading,  erroneously.(i)]  In  Doe  d.  Chamberlayne  v.  Lloyd  (c),  a  land- 
^r.n^-y  lord  having  obtained  a  verdict  on  *a  forfeiture  of  a  lease,  the 

J  tenant  brought  a  cross  ejectment:  the  defendant,  admitting  the 
lease,  began  by  proving  acts  of  forfeiture,  and  Lawrence,  J.,  held  his 
counsel  to  be  entitled  to  the  general  reply.  The  like  was  ruled  by  Lb 
Blanc,  J.,  in  replevin,((2)  where  the  defendant  did  not  plead  the  general 
issue,  but  took  the  affirmative  on  himself,  by  pleading  liberum  tenementutn: 
Bulford  V.  Oroke.{e)  It  will  be  said  that  the  admission  here  falls  short 
of  an  admission  of  the  plaintiff's  whole  case,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not 
allow  that  the  will  under  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims,  was 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  testator.     It  is  true,  the  admission  is 

(a)  If  Wollaston  had  brought  a  writ  of  entry  iur  ahatementt  as  heir  of  Clavell,  he  would  in 
his  count  have  alleged  the  seisin  of  Clavell,  that  Clavell  died  seised,  that  the  land  (t.  «.the 
right)  descended  to  Mrs.  Richards  as  sister  and  heir,  that  Mrs.  Richards  died,  that  the  land 
descended  to  WoUaston  as  cousin  and  heir  of  Clavell,  and  that,  after  the  death  of  Claveli, 
Barnes  entered  as  an  abator.  To  this  Barnes  would  have  pleaded  the  devise  to  himself,  and 
the  parties  would  have  gone  to  trial  upon  a  traverse  of  this  devise  in  the  replication. 

The  test  appears  to  be  less  applicable  to  a  contest  between  successive  devisees,  inasmuch  as 
a  plea  of  non  devisavit  pleaded  to  the  first  devise  by  the  second  devisee,  would  not  only  put  the 
making  of  the  first  will  in  issue,  but  would  also  let  in  evidence  of  a  codicil. 

(6)  Quare.    As  to  this  point,  see  the  preceding  note. 

(c)  Hereford  summer  assizes,  181 1,  Peake's  Evid.  5,  n. 

id)  This  would  seem  to  have  been  an  action  of  trespass  quaredausum /regit,  unless  it  is  to 
be  inferred,  from  the  use  o(  the  term  **  rpplevin/*  that  the  action  was  trespass  de  bonv  atpat' 
(afu,  for  goods  taken  as  a  distress,  in  which  the  defendant  pleaded  freehold,  Blc.,  in  himself, 
with  a  justification  for  damage  feasance. 

(«)  Oxford  summer  assises,  181 1.  Feake's  Evid.  5,  n.  And  see  ffodgei  v.  Holder,  3  Campb. 
366. 
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not  complete  and  oonclnsiTe :  neither  is  it  in  the  case  of  heir  and  devisee ; 
for,  there  the  defendant  does  not  admit  that  the  ancestor  died  intestate. 
That  the  will  nnd^  which  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims,  is  revoked 
and  destroyed  hy  a  snbseqnent  disposition  of  the  property,  is  no  part  of 
the  plaintiff  *s  case.  [C&bsswbll,  J.  In  the  case  of  heir  and  devisee^ 
yon  admit  that  the  party  remains  in  the  same  position  as  heir,  and  has 
the  same  claim,  down  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  and  that  the  latter 
died  seised.  Here,  however,  it  is  not  admitted  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  was  devisee  at  the  time  of  the  teetaJtot'e  death.{a)  Maule,  J. 
In  Doe  d.  Tucker  v.  IWier,  it  was  held,  in  ejectment  by  the  heir-at-law, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  entitled  to  begin,  by  admitting  the  heirship 
and  the  seisin  of  the  ancestor  unless  defeated  by  a  conveyance  made 
by  the  ancestor,  under  which  the  defendant  claimed.  Is  not  the 
test,  whether  the  defendant's  case,  if  stated  in  pleading,  would  admit 
*the  plaintiff 's  case  ?]  There  is  some  difficulty  in  applying  the  r^r.r.fy 
ordinary  rules  of  pleading  to  an  action  of  ejectment.  In  Doe  d.  ^ 
Oorbett  v.  Corletty  if  the  plaintiff  had  set  out  the  will,  the  defendant  might 
have  contented  himself  with  pleadii^  -the  codicil.(i)  [Maulb,  J.  The 
common  mode  of  pleading  a  will,  is,  to  state  that  it  remained  in  full  force 
and  unrevoked  down  to  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.(<7)]  The  true 
rule  to  be  deduced  from  all  the  authorities,  is,  that,  wherever,  in  eject- 
ment, the  defendant  at  once  admits  a  case  which  would,  without  more, 
entitle  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  to  a  verdict,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
begin.  The  case  alluded  to  by  Lord  Denmak,  in  Doe  d.  WollaeUm  v. 
Bameey  is  precisely  this  case.  And  Vaughan,  B.,  in  Doe  d.  Warren  v. 
Bray^  M.  &  M.  166,  seems  to  treat  an  admission  like  that  in  this  case  as 
one  that  would  entitle  the  defendant  to  begin.  There,  each  party  claimed 
as  heir-at-law,  and  the  real  question  was,  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  clearly  heir,  if  legitimate :  and  it  was  proposed,  on  bis 
behalf,  to  admit,  that,  unless  he  were  legitimate,  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  heir-at-law.  But  the  learned  baron  said:  ^'I  think  the 
plabtiff  is  in  this  case  entitled  to  begin.  Generally,  the  party  on  whom 
the  affirmative  lies  has  that  right :  the  fallacy  is,  in  the  application  of 
that  rule  to  the  particular  case.  The  question  here  is,  whether  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  heir-at-law  of  Hannah  Bray ;  and  the  affirmative 
of  that  issue  is  on  the  plaintiff:  it  may  turn  out  that  this  question  turns 
entirely  on  the  legitimacy  of  A.  Bray  (one  of  the  defendants),  but  still 
the  issue  is  not  on  that  fact,  but  on  the  heirship  of  *the  lessor  of  r-^nnn 
the  plaintiff.  In  the  cases  cited,((2)  the  admission  was  of  the  ^ 
heirship,  or  of  the  validity  of  a  prior  will;  and  then,  the  eaee  turned 

(a)  Vide  supra,  656  (a). 

(6)  Qmmre^  whether  the  devise  under  the  codicil  might  not  have  travertei  the  first  devise. 

(c)  The  form  given  by  Mr.  Chitty  rane  thus: — **  And  the  said  E.  F.  afterwsrds,  to  wit,  on 
&c,  died  m  seised  of,  &c.,  without  altering  his  said  will  as  to  his  said  devise."  The  making 
of  this  codicil  would,  of  course,  be  an  **  altering**  of  the  devise. 

(4j  Goodtiile  d.  Renett  v.  Bnham  and  Doe  d.  Corhett  v.  Ccrhat, 
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entirely  an  a  subsequent  question, — the  validity  of  a  willj  or  eodteil,  of 
which  the  defendant  was  to  prove  the  affirmative :  here,  the  admission 
does  not  go  so  far,  and  I  think  it  does  not  give  the  defendant  the  rigbt 
of  beginning."  In  Doe  d.  Tucker  v.  Tucker^  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  without  showing  that  his  ancestor  died  seised, — a  fact 
which  the  defendant  did  not  admit.  The  principle  upon  which  all  the 
cases  proceed,  is,  that  the  defendant  admits  the  plaintiff's  case  in  omnibus. 
An  admission  of  the  plaintiff's  whole  case,  means,  not  an  admission  of 
all  the  facts  that  will  entitle  him  to  recover,  but  an  admission  of  all  that 
he  is  bound  to  prove,  to  make  out  his  case.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
defendant's  case  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  admission  that  the  will 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claims,  was  duly  made,  and  that  the  property 
in  question  was  thereby  devised  to  him.  [Maule,  J.  Is  it  competent 
to  the  defendants  to  call  witnesses  to  contradict  any  part  of  the  case 
which  they  have  admitted  ?  The  will  has  no  operation  until  the  death 
of  the  testator.  The  continuance  of  the  will  down  to  the  time  of  the 
death,  is  not  admitted,  (a)]  The  same  sort  of  reasoning  would  impose 
upon  the  defendant,  in  the  case  between  heir  and  devisee,  the  necessity 
of  admitting  that  the  ancestor  died  intestate.  Great  inxM>nvenience,  and 
useless  consumption  of  time  would  result  from  permitting  the  plaintiff  to 
go  into  a  case  that  the  defendants  are  prepared  to  admit :  and  it  is  not 
desirable  that  a  practice  that  has  so  long  prevailed  should  now  be 
unsettled. 

Formerly,  in  ejeetione  firmee,  the  pleadings  were  special.  The  respec- 
•6641  ^^^®  ^^^^^  of  the  parties  were  alleged  upon  •the  record.  (J)  If  the 
-*  defendant  might  have  so  shaped  his  defence,  before  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  modern  action  of  ejectment,  as  to  acquire  a  right  to  begin  at  the 
trial,  the  alteration  in  the  course  of  proceeding  will  impose  upon  him  a 
hardship  that  never  could  have  been  contemplated.  [Maulb,  J.  How 
would  you,  in  such  a  case  as  this,  plead  specially,  without  argumentativelj 
denying  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff?]  By  giving  colour  under 
the  first  will, — a  precedent  for  which  is  to  be  found  in  Rastall.(^) 
[Maule,  J.  The  plaintiff  might,  if  he  pleased,  state  his  own  title :  and 
then  the  will  would  come  in  truly,  upon  his  allegation,  instead  of,  by 
way  of  colour,  from  the  defendant.]  The  plaintiff's  title  never  was 
alleged  in  the  declaration.  [Maulb,  J.  Tour  argument  assumes  that  a 
defendant  in  ejectment  might  always  entitle  himself  to  begin.]  It  is 
submitted  that  the  test  as  to  special  pleading,  is  the  true  test  If  titles 
were  pleaded  specially  in  ejectment,  as  formerly,  the  defendant  could 
always  command  the  right  to  begin,  where  he  chose  so  to  plead  as  to 
admit  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Assuming  that  the  learned  Serjeant  was  wrong  in  holding  the  defendants 

(a)  Vide  supra,  656  (a),  661  (c) ;  infira  673  (5),  674  (a). 

(6)  See  Lilly's  Entries,  Vol.  I.  p.  905. 

(c)  Rost.  £nt.  641,  tit.  2Vmjnim  in  Exeeutorit  6. 
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to  be  entitled  to  begin,  this,  under  the  circumstanoes,  is  no  ground  fbr 
sending  the  cause  down  to  a  new  trial.  In  JRuehman  v.  Femie^  8  M.  &  W. 
517,  Lord  Abingbr,  in  reference  to  the  right  to  begin,  said :  ^'  I  cannot  saj 
that  we  should  interfere  in  a  very  doubtful  case ;  but,  if  the  decision  of 
the  court  were  clearly  and  manifestly  wrong,(a)  the  court  would  interfere 
•to  set  it  right."  In  Edwards  y.  MatthewSj  16  Law  Joum.,  N.  S.  Exch. 
291,  PoLLOOK,  B.,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  said:  ^*It  may  be 
^doubted  whether  there  is  any  rule  laid  down.  We  think  there  p^^^^ 
is  not,  apparently ;  and  the  rule  adopted  in  this  court  is  this —  ■- 
that  a  direction  at  the  trial,  that  the  defendant  should  begin,  or  that  the 
plaintiff  should  begin,  where  the  issue  is  on  the  other  party,  is  not  suffi- 
cient ground,  of  itself,  to  claim  a  new  trial,  unless  it  shidl  sufficiently 
appear,  that,  in  consequence,  the  course  of  justice  has  been  interrupted, 
and  some  substantial  injury,  affecting  the  trial  of  the  issue,  has  been 
sustained.  In  the  present  case,  it  appears,  that,  after  the  judgment  was 
admitted,  which  in  fact  formed  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  burthen 
of  proof  lay  on  the  plaintiffs,  who  had  to  impeach  the  judgment.  I  admit, 
indeed,  that  my  own  impression  at  a  former  period,  was  very  strong, — 
that  a  miscarriage  on  the  subject  of  who  should  begin,  was  so  important, 
and  might  in  many  instances  lead  to  so  much  interference  with  the  course 
of  justice,  that  it  would  be  a  ground  for  a  new  trial.  But,  referring  to 
the  authority  of  the  court  in  the  case  I  have  alluded  to,  it  appears  to  me 
that  it  must  be  an  ingredient  in  the  inquiry,  whether  any  miaehief  has 
been  done  by  the  course  that  is  taken."  In  Q-eaeh  v.  Ingallj  14  M.  k 
W.  98,  the  same  learned  judge  says :  '^  There  can  be  no  doubt,  since  the 
case  of  Ruckman  v.  Femie^  that,  where  it  is  clear  that  wrong  has  been 
done  by  the  ruling  of  a  judge  at  nisi  prius,  as  to  which  party  should  begin, 
by  the  onus  of  proof  being  thereby  imposed  upon  the  wrong  party,  the  court 
in  banc  will  interpose  to  correct  the  error.  On  the  other  hand,  they  will 
not  interfere,  if  the  matter  be  at  all  doubtful ;  nor  is  the  mere  order  of 
beginning  of  any  coneequejice.*'  So  in  Aehby  v.  Bates j  15  M.  &  W.  589, 
Alderson,  B.,  said:  "With  respect  to  the  point — ^whether  we  ought  to 
grant  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  prevented  from 
beginning, — *I  have  had  much  doubt."  And  RoLFE,  B,,  said :  "  I  r#^p^. 
consider  it  a  sort  of  scandal  to  the  administration  of  justice,  that  '- 
the  question  of  the  right  to  begin  at  nisi  prius  should  ever  be  made,  per  se^ 
a  ground  for  granting  a  new  trial.  I  should  have  thought  it  much  better  if 
the  courts  had  laid  down  some  general  rule  that  the  discretion  of  the  judge 
on  such  a  point  should  be  conclusive ;  for,  if,  from  the  one  party  beginning, 
instead  of  the  other,  or  from  other  causes,  the  verdict  was  unsatisfactory 
to  the  judge,  and  afterwards  to  the  court,  a  new  trial  would  then  be  granted. 
It  seems  to  me,  that,  if  the  evidence  is  satisfactory,  there  is  no  more 
ground  for  granting  a  new  trial  because  the  plaintiff  began  or  the  defend- 
ant began,  than  because  the  cause  was  taken  late,  when  every  one  was 

(a)  **  Did  clear  and  manifest  wrong;  '  aa  corrected  by  Pakks,  B.,  15  M.  &  W.  671,  n.  {a> 
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tired,  or  for  manj  other  like  reasonB."  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the 
court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  wrong  party  was 
allowed  to  begin,  unless  positive  injustice  has  been  done  thereby, — and  that 
cannot  be  suggested  here. 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  WhateUyy  and  Whitmore^  in  support  of  the  role.  It 
may  be  conceded  that  the  practice,  in  the  single  case  of  heir  and  deyisee, 
is  as  stated.  But  the  case  of  Q-oodtith  d.  Revett  y.  Brahamy  which  is 
the  foundation  upon  which  that  doctrine  rests,  cannot  now  be  sustained 
to  its  full  extent :  Doe  d.  Fill  y.  WiUan^  1  M.  &  Bob.  828.  Here,  the 
judge  had  no  right,  by  looking  into  the  plaintiff's  case,  to  displace  him 
from  his  legitimate  position,  and  to  compel  him  to  accept  an  admission 
of  a  part  only  of  the  facta  upon  which  he  relied  to  support  his  claim  to  a 
verdict.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  say,  I  will  not  teU  the  judge,  but  I 
insist  upon  my  right  to  present  in  my  own  way  to  the  jury,  the  facts  and 
*f{R7l  c^^^^^^^^^^B  ^P^^  which  my  claim  is  founded.     In  the  ^case  of 

J  heir  and  devisee,  the  admission  is  of  a  dry  independent  fact,  which 
cannot  afterwards  be  questioned  in  the  cause.  Here,  however,  every 
fact  that  is  involved  in  the  supposed  admission,  is  afterwards  made  the 
subject  of  contest.  The  only  cases  that  bear  an  aspect  unfavourable  to 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  are,  Doe  d.  Corbett  v.  Corbetty  and  Doe  d. 
WollanUm  V.  Bame$j  neither  of  which  is  at  all  satisfactory ;  the  latter 
being  clearly  wrong.  And,  with  regard  to  the  case  mentioned  by  Lord 
Denman,  in  Doe  d.  Wollaston  v.  BameSj  we  are  quite  in  the  dark  as  to 
the  circumstances  upon  which  the  ruling  there  took  place.  It  may  hare 
been  matter  of  consent,  or  there  may  have  been  no  opportunity,  or  no 
desire  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  review  it.  And,  after  all,  decisions 
at  nisi  prius  upon  this  subject,  are  entitled  to  very  little  weiglit,  unless 
all  the  surrounding  circumstances  and  influences  are  ascertained.  The 
court  is,  therefore,  not  fettered  by  any  binding  authority.  [Maulb,  J. 
If  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  here,  and  had  contented 
himself  with  simply  proving  the  execution  of*  the  will  of  the  23d  of 
September;  and  the  defendants  had  then  proved  the  due  execution  of 
the  will  of  the  26th  of  December,  revoking  the  prior  devise ;  could  the 
plaintiff,  in  reply,  have  given  evidence  of  acts  and  declarations  on  the 
part  of  the  testator,  down  to  the  last  moment  of  his  existence,  inconsiutent 
with  the  revocation  of  the  first  devise  ?]  That  he  could,  is,  at  the  least, 
extremely  doubtful.  [Maule,  J.  I  think  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
would  not  sustain  his  case,  without  proving  that  the  will  under  which  he 
claimed,  was  subsisting  and  unrevoked  at  the  time  of  the  testator's 
death.(a)]  The  admission  here  falls  infinitely  short  of  that.  In  2^  d 
Lewis  V.  LewiSy  1  Carr.  &;  K.  122,  ♦the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 

•J   claimed  as  heir  of  one  W.  Lewis,  and  the  defendant  claimed  the 
whole  of  the  property  as  devisee  under  the  will  of  W.  Lewis,  sskdfoii 

(a)  This  evidence  would  be  required  after  a  primd  facie  case  of  revocation  had  beeo  mwit, 
until  wheif  the  will  wonid  be  presumed  to  have  oontinaance. 
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of  it  also  under  tlte  settlement  made  on  her  marriage  with  W.  Lewis ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant's  admitting  at  the  trial  that  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiiBT  was  the  heir  of  W.  Lewis,  did  not  entitle  the  defendant 
to  begin ;  but  that,  if  the  defendant  had  claimed  title  under  the  will  only, 
and  had  admitted  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  as  heir,  it  would 
have  been  otherwise.  There  is  no  difference  in  principle  between  an 
admission  of  a  seisin  continuing  down  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor, 
and  that  of  the  subsistence  of  a  will  down  to  the  death  of  the  testator. 
If  the  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  be  well  founded,  the 
right  to  begin,  in  every  case  between  landlord  and  tenant,  would  shift 
according  to  the  extent  of  the  admissions  made  on  the  one  side  and  on 
the  other.  Here,  the  plaintiff  had  an  unquestionable  right  to  prove 
affirmatively  that  the  will  of  the  23d  of  September  was  recognised  by 
the  testator,  and  remained  uncancelled  and  unrevoked,  down  to  the  time 
of  his  death.  And  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
suffered  great  prejudice  from  being  prevented  from  so  presenting  his  case 
to  the  jm-y  in  the  first  instance.  Doe  d.  Tueher  v.  2Wier,  M.  &  M. 
536,  is  a  distinct  authority  to  show,  that,  to  entitle  the  defendant  in 
ejectment  to  begin,  the  plaintiff's  whoU  primd  facie  case  must  be 
admitted. 

That  the  improper  ruling  of  the  judge  in  this  respect,  is  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  is  clear  from  Q-eaeh  v.  IngaU  and  AMy  v.  Bates, 
la  the  former  of  these  cases,  Aldebson,  B.,  observes :  ^^  There  is  this 
additional  reason  why  the  court  should  review  the  decision  of  a  judge  at 
nisi  prius,  as  to  the  right  to  begin,  viz.,  that,  although  that  decision  be 
erroneous,  still,  if  the  judge  *has  afterwards  directed  the  jury  p^/t/tQ 
rightly  on  the  issues  joined,  no  remedy  can  be  had  by  bill  of  '- 
exceptions.  The  injury  caused  by  his  ruling  on  this  point,  therefore,  is 
one  which  it  falls  within  the  general  power  of  the  court  to  correct ;  and 
it  is  like  the  cases  of  verdicts  against  evidence,  where  new  trials  are 
granted,  not  as  matter  of  right,  but  as  matter  of  judgment."  [Crsss- 
WELL,  J.  I  am  by  no  means  sure  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  would  not  lie 
in  such  a  case.]  In  Ashby  v.  Bates^  Pollock,  G.  B.,  says :  '^  It  unhap- 
pily still  remains  of  great  importance  to  the  administration  of  justice  by 
a  jury,  that  the  right  to  begin  should  be  correctly  ad[]udicated  on ;  for, 
all  who  are  conversant  with  those  trials  at  nisi  prius  in  which  the  address 
of  counsel  may  materially  affect  the  result,  well  know  that  the  issue 
often  ultimately  depends  on  the  decision  of  the  question  which  party 
has  a  right  to  begin.  And,  in  such  cases,  the  erroneous  ruling  of  a 
judge  on  that  subject,  should  be  corrected  by  the  court  in  banc.  The 
increasing  intelligence  of  juries  may,  ere  long,  render  motions  on  this 
ground  needless ;  but  we  cannot  yet  affirm  that  any  erroneous  impres- 
sions created  in  their  minds  in  the  course  of  a  cause,  can  be  easily  set 
right  by  the  summing  up  of  the  judge.  In  some  cases,  the  right  to 
begin  may  properly  be  matter  for  the  judge's  discretion ;  while  there  are 
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others,  in  which  it  is  of  the  ntmoBt  importance  that  the  suitor,  whO|  in 
point  of  practice,  has  the  right  to  begin,  shoold  exercise  that  right 
accordingly."  And  Platt,  B.,  said :  ^^  I  am  not  adrerse  to  applications 
of  this  nature;  for,  I  think  it  of  the  last  importance  that  the  discretion 
of  a  judge,  as  exercised  at  nisi  prios,  should  be  extensively  revised  by 
the  superior  wisdom  of  the  court  from  which  the  record  emanates ;  and 
that  any  misdiscretion  of  his,  by  which  injustice  is  worked,  whether  by 
placing  a  party  in  an  unfortunate  position  from  not  having  his  case  pro- 
perly discussed  before  the  jury,  or  in  any  other  matters,  should  be  equally 
*6701  ^^^J®^  ^  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court."    *And,  although  there 

-*  are  remarks  of  some  of  the  judges  expressive  of  regret  that  this 
was  not  a  matter  left  wholly  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge  who  presides 
at  the  trial,  the  result  of  all  the  cases  is,  that  a  new  trial  will  be  granted 
where  the  ruling  has  done  ^' clear  and  manifest  wrong."  Here,  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  evidently  sustained  clear  and  manifest  wrong. 
OoLTiCAN,  J.  There  are,  undoubtedly,  some  decisions  that  favour  the 
notion  that  the  defendants  in  this  case  were  entitled  to  begin.  Doe  d.  Cbr- 
beU  V.  OarbeUy  Doe  d.  WoUoiton  v.  BameSj  and  the  case  refwred  to  by 
Lord  Dbnman  in  the  latter  case,  though  nisi  prius  decisions  only,  are 
certainly  entitled  to  great  respect.  But,  at  the  same  time,  they  are 
open  to  the  observation  that  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was,  in  either 
of  them,  the  desire  or  the  opportunity  of  bringing  them  before  the 
court.(a)  In  Doe  d.  OorbeU  v.  Carboy  it  must  have  been  a  matter  of 
indifference ;  for,  whichever  side  commenced,  the  result  must  have  been 
the  same.  And,  with  regard  to  the  case  referred  to  by  Lord  Diitmak, 
in  Doe  d.  WoUaston  v.  BameSj  we  have  no  record  of  the  particulars, 
nor  have  we  any  means  of  knowing  whether  the  plaintiff  had  or  had  not 
an  opportunity  to  contest  the  propriety  of  the  ruling.  With  all  due 
respect  to  the  learned  judges  who  presided,  it  is  unnecessary,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  in  the  present  case,  to  consider  the  principle  upon  which 
those  decisions  proceeded.  They  appear  to  me  to  rest  upon  an  analogy 
which  does  not  support  them,  viz.  to  the  case  of  heir  and  devisee.  In 
such  a  case,  the  title  of  the  heir-at-law,  is  perfectly  insulated  and 
*67Yi  ^^^^^  ^^^™  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  devisee.     To  entitle  ^himself  to  begin, 

-*  the  defendant  must  admit  the  whole  title  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is, 
that  the  ancestor  died  seised,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  his  heir-at-law; 
whence  it  follows,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover,  unless  the  defendant  can  succeed  in  displacing  the  title  so 
admitted.  That  case  is  perfectly  distinct  from  the  present,  (b)  Here, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claims  as  devisee  under  a  will,  that  is,  under  a 
will  that  was  a  good  and  valid  will  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 

(a)  In  Doe  v.  Corbett  the  defendant,  who  had  been  allowed  to  begin,  obtained  a  verdict. 
But  in  Doe  ▼.  Barnes  the  defendant  (at  the  trial  of  which  the  writer  of  thia  note  wbb  present.) 
failed  to  establiah  the  wtU,  which  was  proved  to  be  a  forgery ;  and  in  Doe  v.  Bray  (supra,  €50,'. 
the  defendant,  against  whom  the  judge  had  ruled,  obtained  a  verdict. 

(h)  Vide  supra,  656  (a),  infra,  674  (a). 
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The  defendants  proposed  to  admit  a  part  only  of  tlie  plaintiff's  case; 
and,  in  fact,  set  np  a  case  that  denies  that  the  plaintiff  is  devisee.  The 
nile,  therefore,  is  altogether  inapplicable. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say,  that  in  every  case  where  the  wrong  party 
has  been  permitted  to  begin,  a  new  trial  will  be  granted.  Here,  it  very 
distinctly  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  pat  in  a  false  position  by  the 
course  Uiat  was  adopted  at  the  trial ;  and  therefore  I  think  the  case 
mast  go  down  for  a  second  investigation. 

Maule,  J.  Without  stopping  to  consider  the  general  qnestion^ 
whether  an  erroneous  ruling  as  to  the  right  to  begin  is,  in  all  cases, 
ground  for  a  new  trial, — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  enough  in  this  case 
to  show  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  such  a  degree  of 
probable  inconvenience  from  the  course  adopted  at  the  trial,  as  to  entitle 
him  to  have  this  rule  made  absolute. 

As  to  the  other  point,  I  think,  notwithstanding  Doe  v.  Oarbetty  and 
the  case  referred  to  by  Lord  Dsithan,  in  JDoe  v.  Bames^  the  defendants 
here,  had  no  right  to  begin.  Doe  v.  Bamee  falls  within  the  general 
rule,  which, — ^whether  rightly  decided  or  not, — ^is  not  now  to  be  ques^ 
tioned,  viz.  that  in  the  case  of  heir  and  devisee,  the  latter,  admitting  the 
seisin  of  the  ancestor,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  heir,  is  entitled  to  begin. 
Doe  V.  Corbett  is  '^'precisely  in  point.  But  these  matters  often  occur 
at  nisi  prius,  without  giving  rise  to  any  real  dispute.  And  in  that  ^ 
particular  case  there  was  much  reason  for  acquiescence;  seeing  that  the 
party  claiming  under  the  codicil,  had  so  clear  a  case  that  the  plaintiff  could 
have  no  interest  in  further  disputing  it.  As  to  the  anonymous  case  men* 
iioned  in  Doe  v.  Bameey  we  are  not  furnished  with  any  particulars  to 
enable  us  to  see  how  far  it  is  analogous  to  the  present  case.  Upon 
principle,  I  think  the  rule  which  allows  the  devisee  to  be^n,  where  the 
dispute  is  between  him  and  the  heir,  is  not  properly  applicable  here. 
The  defendants  do  not,  as  in  that  case,  confess  and  avoid  the  whole  of 
the  plaintiffs  case :  on  the  contrary,  they  expressly  deny  it ;  for,  in  sub- 
stance, they,  by  setting  up.  the  second  will,  deny  that  the  plaintiff  vt 
devisee  under  the  first.  The  only  material  part  of  the  second  will,  is 
the  negation  of  the  plaintiffs  claim  under  the  first.  If  the  plaintiff  is 
understood  as  merely  stating  a  will  made  in  September,  1847,  and  not  as 
asking  it  to  be  inferred  that  it  continued  a  subsisting  will  down  to  the 
time  of  the  testator's  death,  he  makes  no  case  at  all.  Assuming  his  case 
to  be  as  I  have  suggested,  that  which  is  called  an  admisision  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants,  is,  in  reality,  a  mere  denial  of  the  fact  of  the  plain* 
tiffs  being  devisee.  The  ruling  of  the  learned  judge,  therefore,  was 
wrong. 

Gresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first  question  to  bsi 
tonsidered  is,  whether  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  interfere  where  the 
judge  has  allowed  the  wrong  party  to  begin.  Although  regret  has  been 
expressed,  that  the  discretion  of  the  judge  in  these  matters  should  be 
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flubjected  to  renew,  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  power  to  interfere 
does  exist,  and  that  we  are  bound  to  ezercifie  it  when  properly  called 
upon.  Adopting  the  limited  rule  suggested  in  some  of  the  cases,  is  this 
^  a  case  in  which  we  ought  to  interfere?    If  the  plaintiff  *had 

-I  begun,  and  had  proved  the  will  of  September,  1844,  under  which 
he  claimed,  and  had  then  proposed  to  go  on  and  show  that  that  wiU 
remained  unrevoked  doWn  to  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,(a)  could 
the  judge  have  prevented  the  plaintiff  from  giving  such  evidence,  until 
the  defendants  had  proved  their  case  7  So  to  divide  the  plaintiff's  case 
would  be  manifestly  absurd ;  and  it  might  operate  most  prejudicially  to 
him. 

In  holding  that  the  defendants  in  this  case  were  not  entitled  to  begin, 
I  think  we  shall  not  be  interfering  with  any  binding  authority.  The 
rule  relied  upon  by  the  defendants  had  its  origin  in  the  case  of  QoodtMe 
v.  Braham.  That  decision,  however,  was  early  departed  from,  and  it 
has  never  been  acted  upon,  in  modem  times,  to  its  full  extent.  In  the 
case  of  heir  and  devisee,  when  the  defendant  admits  that  the  ancestor 
died  seised,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  heir,  he  admits  a  complete  title.  (() 
That  the  admission  must  go  to  this  extent,  was  ruled  by  Bolland,  B.,  in 
Doe  V.  Tu4!ker.  I  see  but  little,  if  any,  distinction  between  that  case 
and  the  present.  The  defendant  there  admitted  the  seisin  of  the 
ancestor,  but  not  that  it  continued  down  to  the  time  of  his  death.  Sup- 
poise  the  admission  had  been  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  at  %om$ 
time  the  heir-at-law  of  the  person  last  seised,  but  not  that  he  was  heir- 
at-law  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the  ancestor,  that  clearly  would  not 
have  been  such  an  admission  of  the  plaintiff's  case  as  entitled  the 
defendant  to  begin  ;  {e)  for  it  would  not  have  been  an  admission  of  the 
•R74.1  ^^^^^  ^^®*     ^^'  ^^^^'  when  the  ^defendant  undertakes  to  admit 

^  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  devisee,  he  admits  that 
he  was  devisee  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  decease,  or  the  admission 
amounts  to  nothing.  An  admission  that  a  party  is  devisee, — ^in  other 
words,  an  admission  that  he  is  he&re%  factuSy — ^unless  it  admits  that  he  is 
haere$  faetu%  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  admits  nothing.(ii)  It 
involves  an  admission  that  he  claims  under  a  devise  that  is  a  subsisting 
and  valid  devise  at  the  death  of  the  testator.  I  therefore  think  the 
learned  judge  took  an  erroneous  view  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  thereby  sustained  great  prejudice.     That  which  took  place 

(a)  As  that  has  which  once  existed  is  presumed  to  have  continuance,  the  evidence  would  be 
leqoired  only  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  some  case  expected  to  be  set  up  by  the  defendant. 

(6)  This  would  have  been  an  admission  that  a  party  who  nsTer  was  A«tr,  had,  at  one  time, 
been  an  heir-apparent  or  an  heir-presumptive.  So,  an  admission  that  A.  was  a  devisee,  with 
a  reservation  of  the  right  to  show  that  the  will  has  been  revoked,  is  an  admission,  not  that  A. 
is  devisee,  but  that  he  hat  been  a  devisee-a|ypar«iii,  or,  rather,  a  devisee-prefiMipCtve. 

ifi)  Vide  supra,  656  (a),  661  (c) ;  infra,  674  (a). 

(d)  An  admission  of  the  v>kole  case,  whether  it  be  of  a  title  by  unmttrceptci  devise,  or  of  a 
title  by  uninttrcept«i  descent,  puts  the  defendant  out  of  court,  supra,  656  (a). 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scott.  674 

was  in  the  nature  of  a  mistrial,  and  therefore  the  cause  must  go  down 
again. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  may  now  be  con- 
ridered  as  settled,  that  where  the  question  arises  between  the  heir-at-law 
and  the  devisee,  the  heirship  being  admitted,  the  devisee  is  entitled  to 
begin.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whether  that  rule  is  to  be  limited  to  the 
particular  case,  or  is  to  be  extended  to  cases  that  are  analogous ;  for,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  present  has  no  affinity  whatever  to  that  case. 
Here  the  defendant  admits,  not  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was 
devisee,  but  only  that  he  was  devisee,  if  the  will  under  which  he  claimed, 
was  not  revoked  and  superseded  by  a  subsequent  will.  That  puts  the 
plaintiff  in  the  position  in  which  the  plaintiff  stood  in  Doe  v.  Tucker.  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  ruling  at  the  trial  was  in  this  respect 
wrong,  and  that  it  may  have  worked  serious  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  who, 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial.  Rule  absolute,  (a) 

(a)  Upon  the  second  trial,  the  Terdict  was  for  the  plaintUT. 
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A  defendant  in  trespaae,  who  has  suffered  judgment  by  default,  is  not  a  competent  witness  for 
his  co-defendant,  where  the  jury  are  summoned  as  well  to  try  the  issues  against  the  one,  as 
to  assess  the  damages  against  the  other. 

The  statate  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  65,  does  not  apply  to  soch  a  case. 

Trovbe  for  five  pecks  of  barley,  five  pecks  of  peas,  two  bushels  of 
ground  malt,  one  bushel  and  a  half  of  run  barley,  and  five  sacks. 

Plea,  by  the  defendant.  Barber,  not  guilty  ^^  by  statute."(a) 

The  defendant  Spall  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  last  spring  assizes 
for  the  county  of  Suffolk.  The  facts  that  appeared  in  evidence  were  as 
follows : — ^In  April,  1846,  Barber  lost  a  lamb ;  and,  suspecting  the  plain- 
tiff to  have  stolen  it,  he  gave  information  of  the  fact,  and  of  his  suspi- 
cion, to  Spall,  a  constable.  On  the  29th  of  that  month,  the  two 
defendants  went  together  to  the  cottage  of  the  plaintiff,  at  Brysitt,  in 
Suffolk,  without  a  warrant,  and  there  Spall  made  an  ineffectual  search  for 
the  missing  lamb.  Finding,  however,  certain  barley,  peas,  and  malt, — 
the  subject  of  this  action, — upon  the  premises,  and  conceiving  them  to 
have  been  stolen.  Spall  took  possession  of  them,  and  carried  them,  with 
the  plaintiff  in  his  custody,  before  certain' magistrates,  by  whom  the 
plaintiff  was  remanded,  and  ultimately  discharged.  The  only  evidence 
to  connect  Barber  with  the  alleged  conversion,  was,  that  he,  at  Spall's 
request,  fetched  a  wagon,  and  assisted  Spall  to  put  the  malt  and  grain 
into  it. 

(a^  Under  21  Jac.  1,  c.  12,  enabling  constables,  and  persons  acting  in  their  aid,  to  plead  tha 
ffaneral  issne,  and  to  give  the  special  matter  in  eridenoe. 

2N 
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*6761       *^  ^^^  P^^  ^^  ^^^  defendant  Barber,  It  was  proposed  to  call 
-^  the  other  defendant,  Spall,  for  the  purpose,  as  it  was  said,  of 
showing  that  Barber  took  no  part  in  the  transaction,  except  as  above. 

The  learned  judge,  however,  thought,  that,  being  a  party  to  the 
record,  Spall  was  not  a  competent  witness  for  his  co-defendant,  and 
refused  to  admit  him.  And,  in  leaving  the  case  to  the  jury,  he  told  them 
that  the  proper  measure  of  damages  was,  the  value  of  the  goods  takezL 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  2/.  10s, 

ByleSy  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term  last,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  tlie 
ground  that  Spall's  evidence  had  been  improperly  rejected,  and  the  jury 
misdirected.  There  are  four  decisions  in  favour  of  the  competency  of 
one  who  has  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  to  give  evidence  for  his 
co-defendant,  viz.  Ward  v.  Baydon^  2  Esp.  N.  P.  G.  551,  Chapman  t. 
Chavesy  2  Campb.  888,  n.,  MomK  v.  Smithy  1  G.  &  P.  577,  and  DmMT 
V.  Forteseuey  Bull.  ^.  P.  285.  The  only  authority  the  other  way,  is  a  caM 
of  Webber  v.  Buddy  Roscoe  on  Evidence,  119,  where  Burrough,  J., 
is  said  to  have  ruled  in  conformity  with  an  inclination  of  opinion 
expressed  by  Best,  G.  J.,  in  Math  v.  Smith.  [V.  Williams,  J.  I 
once  ruled,  after  consulting  my  brother  Cresswell,  that  a  co-defend- 
ant, who  had  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  was  admissible 
as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff.(a)  In  that  case,  however,  there  was 
no  question  of  damages.]  Spall's  evidence  was  offered,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  influencing  the  damages,  but  simply  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing that  Barber  was  not  guilty  of  the  alleged  conversion.  [Cressweli., 
*6771  •^•»  referred  to  CoUey  •v.  Smithy  4  N.  C.  286,  5  Scott,  700,  and 
"^  observed  that  it  did  not  appear  there  what  was  the  nature  of  the 
action ;  and  that,  if  it  was  an  action  of  contract,  it  was  contrary  to  some 
of  the  cases,  as  well  as  contrary  to  some  principles.] 

It  was  further  insisted,  on  the  part  of  Barber,  at  the  trial,  that  he  had 
acted,  if  at  all,  merely  in  aid  of  the  constable ;  and  that,  the  constable 
being  justified,  the  circumstances  reasonably  warranting  a  suspicion  that 
a  felony  had  been  committed,  in  apprehending  the  plaintiff  and  secoringthe 
evidence  of  his  guilt,  Barber  was  justified  also.  The  learned  judge,  how- 
ever, said  that  if  the  action  had  been  trespass,  there  might  have  been  a 
justification,  but  that  being  trover  made  aJl  the  difference.  It  clearly 
was  a  misdirection  to  tell  the  jury  that  there  was  in  this  respect  a  dif- 
ference between  trespass  and  trover. 

It  was  a  misdirection,  also,  to  tell  the  jury  that  the  proper  measure  of 
damages  was,  the  value  of  the  goods  taken.  All  that  was  chargeable  on 
the  defendants  was,  the  original  taking ;  the  subsequent  detention,  as 
well  as  the  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  was  the  act  of  the  magistrates 
alone.  [Grbsswbll,  J.  It  was  your  act  that  deprived  the  plaintiff  of 
his  goods;  and  you  never  restored  them  to  him.  What  other  measure 
of  damages  can  there  be,  than  the  value  of  the  goods?]    The  trae  mea- 

(b)  Vide  pott,  685,  n. 
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sore  of  damages  in  this  case  clearly  would  be,  the  amount  of  pecuniary 
injury  immediately  resulting  to  the  plaintiff  from  being  temporarily 
deprived  of  his  goods, — ^not  their  absolute  value. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  The  goods  in  question  having  been  taken  by  the  wrong- 
ful act  of  the  defendants,  and  not  having  been  restored  to  the  plaintiff, 
I  see  no  ground  for  saying  that  the  value  of  them  is  not  the  true  mea- 
sure of  damages. 

*The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  the  rule  was  granted  upon  r«giTo 
the  other  points  only.  ^ 

According  to  the  report  of  the  learned  judge,  the  argument  on  thi 
part  of  the  defendant  at  the  trial  was,  that,  if  there  was  reasonable 
ground  of  suspicion  that  the  property  was  stolen,  Spall,  the  constable, 
was  justified  in  taking  the  plaintiff  into  custody  and  securing  the  evi- 
dence of  his  guilt,  and  that  the  defendant  Barber  was  justified  in  acting  in 
aid  of  the  constable ;  and  the  direction  in  substance  was  as  follows :  "If 
there  be  reasonable  suspicion  that  a  felony  has  been  committed,  a  peace- 
officer  may,  without  a  warrant,  apprehend  the  offender,  and  also  secure  the 
evidence  of  his  supposed  guilt:  and  any  person  acting  in  his  aid,  and 
under  his  authority,  will  be  withia  the  same  protection.  But  what  evi- 
dence is  there  here  of  reasonable  suspicion  ?  There  is  no  evidence  that 
any  felony  had  in  fact  been  committed:  and  the  constable  has  suffered 
judgment  by  default." 

Couch  now  showed  cause.  The  jury  in  this  case  were  summoned  to 
try  the  issue  joined  as  against  Barber,  and  also  to  assess  the  damages 
as  against  Spall.  The  latter  was  clearly  interested  in  the  event  of  the 
suit,  and  incompetent.  Ward  v.  Haydon  is  no  authority :  it  does  not 
appear  that  in  that  case  there  was  any  assessment  of  damages.  [Maulb, 
J.  Is  it  not  to  be  assumed  that  there  was  ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  is 
not :  a  nolle  prosequi  may  have  been  entered  as  to  the  defendant  who 
had  suffered  judgment  by  default.  In  Chapman  v.  QraveSy  Frost,  one 
of  the  defendants,  had  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default ;  and  the 
plaintiff  proposed  to  call  him  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  trespass 
against  the  other  defendants,  upon  the  authority  of  Ward  v.  Haydon^ 
where  Lord  Kenton  permitted  one  defendant  *who  had  suffered  r*g)7Q 
judgment  to  go  by  default,  to  be  called  to  prove  that  the  other 
defendant,  who  had  pleaded,  was  not  guilty ;  and  of  a  case  at  the  Lan- 
caster assizes,  in  which  Wood,  B.,  had  allowed  one  joint-trespasser,  who 
had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  to  be  examined  as  a  witness.  For  the 
defendant,  it  was  contended,  that  these  cases  did  not  apply ;  that  the 
latter  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  mesne  profits,  in  which  the  defendant 
who  had  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  was  called  by  the  other 
defendant  to  prove,  that  he,  the  witness,  was  the  sole  tenant  of  the 
land,  and  therefore  that  the  other  defendant  was  iwt  guilty;  that,  in  both 
those  cases,  the  witness  was  called  to  exculpate  the  co-defendants, 
whereas,  in  the  case  then  before  the  court,  the  witness  was  called  to 
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incfdpate  his  co-defendants,  and  therefore  he  had  an  interest,  becaose, 
by  proving  the  others  guilty,  he  put  it  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to 
levy  all  against  the  other  defendants  if  he  thought  proper,  and  so  relieved 
himself;  that  no  instance  could  be  put  in  which  a  co-defendant,  in  tres- 
pass, who  had  pleaded  not  guilty,  could  be  called  as  a  witness ;  that  no 
distinction  had  been  pointed  out  between  pleading  not  guilty,  and 
suffering  judgment  by  default,  which  should  make  a  defendant  in  the 
latter  situation  admissible,  when  he  would  not  be  so  in  the  former ;  and 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  Frost  was  a  defendant  on  the  record,  and  interested 
in  the  event,  inasmuch  as  the  jury  were  not  only  sworn  to  inquire 
whether  the  other  defendants  were  guilty,  but  what  damages  the  plaintiff 
had  suffered  as  against  Frost.  And  Le  Blanc,  J.,  said,  that  the  general 
rule  was,  that  no  person  who  was  a  party  to  the  record  was  admissible 
as  a  witness ;  that,  in  the  two  cases  cited,  the  co-defendant  was  called  to 
exculpate  the  other  defendants,  whereas,  in  the  case  before  him,  it  was 
proposed  to  call  a  co-defendant,  to  incvlpate  the  others ;  that  the  cases 
*6801  ^^^^>  therefore,  distinguishable ;  '*'and  that  he  was  disposed,  where 
there  was  innovation,  not  to  extend  it:  he  therefore  held  the 
witness  inadmissible.  In  Moih  v.  Syiithy  a  defendant  in  trespass  who 
had  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  was  offered  as  a  witness  for  other 
defendants  who  had  pleaded  to  the  action :  and  Best,  G.  J.,  said :  '^  The 
jury  are  brought  here  to-day  to  do  two  things, — to  try  the  issues  joined, 
and  to  assess  the  damages.  Now,  if  this  man's  evidence  is  admitted  to 
give  a  complexion  to  the  case,  it  may  go  to  reduce  the  damages  against 
him,  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  he  is  clearly  interested,  and 
ought  not  to  be  received.  But,  as  my  Lord  Kenton  and  Mr.  Justice 
Le  Blanc  seem  to  have  taken  a  different  view  of  the  subject,  I  think  it 
will  be  best  to  receive  the  witness,  and  give  leave  for  a  motion  to  the 
court  upon  the  point,  if  the  result  of  the  case  should  make  it  material/' 
What  ultimately  became  of  that  case,  does  not  appear.  In  cases  ex 
contractA,  it  is  clearly  established  that  a  co-defendant  who  has  suffered 
judgment  to  go  by  default,  is  not  admissible  as  a  witness  for  the  defend- 
ants who  have  pleaded;  for,  a  verdict  in  their, favour  would  necessarily 
benefit  him.  The  same  result  may  occur  in  an  action  of  tort:  for,  in 
Biggs  v.  Benger,  2  Ld.  Raym.  1372,  1  Stra.  610,  it  was  held,  that, 
though  one  of  several  defendants  suffers  judgment  by  default,  the  judg- 
ment against  him  shall  be  arrested,  if  it  afterwards  appears  upon  the 
record  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  maintain  the  action  against 
any  of  them.  The  rule  is  thus  laid  down  in  Phillipps  on  Evidence: (a) 
In  actions  on  tort  against  several  defendants,  the  situation  of  a  defendant 
who  has  suffered  judgment  by  default,  varies  from  that  of  a  defendant 
who  has  suffered  judgment  by  default  in  an  action  against  several  parties 
•6811  ^P^^  *  J^^*  ^^^*^^^*"  ^^  *^®  latter  case,  if  the  plaintiff  *fail8 
■*  upon  the  trial  against  the  other  defendant,  his  judgment  will,  in 

(o)  9th  edit.  p.  50. 
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general,  he  rendered  wholly  nnavailing;  but,  in  the  form^  case,  he  will^ 
in  general,  be  entitled  to  enforce  his  judgment  against  the  party  who  has 
suffered  it  to  pass  against  him,  although  the  other  defendants  who  have 
pleaded  may  obtain  a  verdict.  In  the  case  of  Ward  v.  HaydoUj  it  waa 
ruled  by  Lord  Kenton,  at  nisi  prius,  that  a  defendant  in  an  action  of 
trover  who  had  suffered  judgment  by  default,  was  a  competent  witness 
for  his  co-defendant  who  had  pleaded  not  guilty.  Lord  Kenyon  observed, 
that,  by  reason  of  the  judgment  by  default,  the  cause  was  at  an  end, 
with  regard  to  the  witness;  that  he  was  not  liable  to  the  costs  of  the 
issue  tried  against  the  other  defendant,  and  was  not  himself  released, 
whatever  might  be  the  event  of  that  issue.  The  same  point  appears  to 
have  been  ruled  in  the  same  way  at  nisi  prius,  in  an  action  of  trespass,  (a) 
by  Wood,  B.  See  also  by  Lb  Blanc,  J.,  2  Campb.  833,  n.  But  there 
may,  perhaps,  be  some  doubt  whether  the  decisions  just  adverted  to,  are 
to  be  considered  as  furnishing  a  general  rule,  applicable  to  all  cases  in 
which  one  of  several  defendants  in  an  action  of  tort  has  suffered  judg- 
ment by  default.  According  to  ordinary  practice,  there  is  but  one 
assessment  of  damages  in  cases  of  this  nature;  and  the  same  jury  that 
try  the  issue  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  who  have  pleaded, 
also  assess  the  damages  against  the  defendant  who  has  suffered  judgment 
by  default,  who  has  an  immediate  interest  in  reducing  the  amount  of 
damages,  and  therefore,  as  it  should  seem,  could  not  be  called  for  thi« 
purpose.  And  in  a  late  case,(i)  in  which  a  defendant  who  had  suffered 
judgment  by  default  in  an  action  of  trespass,  was  called  as  a  witness 
for  two  co-defendants  who  had  pleaded.  Best,  C.  J.,  was  of  opinioQ 
•that  the  witness  was  incompetent;  for,  if  his  evidence  were  r^/%Qo 
admitted  on  behalf  of  the  other  defendants,  it  might  give  such  a  ^ 
complexion  to  the  case  as  to  operate  in  reduction  of  damages  against 
himself."  So,  in  Greenleaf  on  Evidence, (<;)  it  is  said;  ^^The  rule 
admitting  a  defendant  as  a  witness  for  his  fellows  in  any  case,  must,  aa 
it  should  seem,  be  limited  strictly  to  the  case  where  his  testimony  cannot 
directly  make  for  himself;  for,  if  the  plea  set  up  by  the  other  defendants 
is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action 
against  any  of  the  defendants  in  the  suit,  the  one  who  suffers  judgment 
by  default  will  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  defence,  if  established, 
and  therefore  is  as  directly  interested  as  if  the  action  were  upon  a  joint 
contract.  It  is  therefore  only  where  the  plea  operates  solely  in  dis- 
charge of  the  party  pleading  it,  that  another  defendant,  who  has  suf- 
fered judgment  by  default,  is  admissible  as  a  witness."  (i)  [Maulb,  J. 
Suppose,  before  the  new  rules,  in  trover  against  two  defendants,  one 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  other  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default, 

(c)  Afum.  2  Campb.  334.  (5)  Ma$k  ▼.  SmiiK  5  C.  &  F.  577. 

(e)  Page  401.  %  357. 

{d)  Citing  2  Tidd's  Practice,  895 ;  Brigg  ▼.  Gremfdd,  1  Stra.  610, 8  Mod.  217, 2  Lord  Raym. 
1372,  1  Phill.  &  Am.  on  Evid.  53,  n.  (3). 
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might  not  the  evidence  of  the  latter  have  reduced  the  damages  to 
nominal  ?]  Exactly  so.  And  that  might  have  been  done  here.  It  was 
not  competent  to  the  defendant  Barber  to  say  that  he  ivonld  so  limit  the 
examination  of  Spall,  that  his  evidence  should  not  affect  the  question  of 
damages. 

T.  Sandersy  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  witness  Spall  was  impro- 
perly rejected.  The  authority  of  Ward  v.  Haydon  has  always  been 
recognised :  the  principle  it  lays  down  has  been  adopted  by  aU  the  text- 
writers  upon  the  law  of  evidence ;  the  only  doubt  ever  cast  upon  it  *being 
^  that  suggested  in   Webber  v.  Budd^  as  reported  in  Boscoe  on 

'  J  Evidence,  119.  In  Moih  v.  Smithy  notwithstanding  the  incli- 
nation of  opinion  expressed  by  Best,  C.  J.,  the  witness  was  admitted. 
Chapman  v.  Chaves  is  also  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  admissibility 
of  a  witness  under  such  circumstances  as  the  present.  That  case  is  cited 
without  disapprobation  in  Brown  v.  Brown^  4  Taunt.  752,  in  Emmet 
V.  BiMery  7  Taunt.  607,  and  in  Mant  v.  Mainwaringj  8  Taunt. 
139, — all  of  which,  however,  were  actions  of  contract.  In  Boe  d. 
Harrop  v.  Oreenj  4  Esp.  N.  P.  G.  198,  in  a  jomt  ejectment  against 
two,  one  of  whom  suflTered  judgment  by  default,  and  the  other  made 
defence,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  who  had  suffered  judgment  by 
default,  was  a  good  witness  to  prove  the  other  in  possession.  And  Lord 
Ellenborough  said:  ^'The  only  supposed  interest  imputable  to  the 
witness  was,  the  possibility  of  the  plaintiff's  suing  the  present  defendant 
only  (for  mesne  profits,)  in  case  he  recovered  in  this  action.  This  was 
not  a  direct  interest ;  but  a  remote  and  only  possible  advantage  which 
the  witness  might  have,  and  which  could  not  render  him  incompetent.'' 
The  kind  of  interest  that  is  to  exclude  a  witness,  must  be  '^  a  present, 
certain,  and  vested  interest,"  not  a  mere  uncertain  or  contingent  one: 
Starkie  on  Evidence,  105,  147.  Here,  the  defendant  Spall  was  rather 
interested  to  fix  a  liability  on  his  co-defendant,  Barber ;  for,  so  he  might 
get  rid  of  the  damages  against  himself,  there  being  no  contribution 
amongst  joint  tort-feasors,  (a)  In  Hawksworth  v.  ShowleVy  12  M.  & 
W.  45,  Lord  Abinobr,  C.  B.,  says :  "  I  agree  with  the  case  decided  by 
Lord  Kbnyon, — ^founded  on  the  good  sense  and  principle  which  that 
learned  judge  possessed,  perhaps  more  than  all  his  predecessors, — that, 
•Rft41  ^^®^®  *  party  had  •suffered  judgment  by  default  in  an  action 
J  of  trover,  he  was  a  competent  witness  to  prove  that  the  other 
party  was  not  liable,  though  he  expressly  made  himself  liable  to  the 
whole,  for  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  issue,  or  upon  the  record.  Where 
a  defendant  has  ceased  to  be  a  party  to  the  record,  there  is  no  reason 
why  he  should  not  be  examined,  any  more  than  if  he  never  had  been 
a  party  to  it."  It  is  submitted  that  the  witness  was  clearly  admissible, 
for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  proposed  to  call  him.^ 

CoLTMAN,  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  learned  judge  was  right  in 

(a)  Contra,  3  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  509. 
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rejecting  the  evidence  of  Spall.  It  is  trae  that  it  has  been  laid  down  in 
text  bookB,  upon  the  authoritj  of  Ward  y.  Haydaiiy  that  a  co-defendant 
in  an  action  of  tort,  who  has  suffered  judgment  to  go  by  default,  may  be 
called  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant  who  has  pleaded.  But  the  cases 
upon  this  point  are  by  no  means  uniform ;  for,  it  appears  that  Best, 
C.  J.,  in  MobK  v.  Smithy  entertained  a  different  opinion.  What  ulti- 
mately became  of  that  case,  we  are  not  informed ;  but  it  appears  from 
Boscoe  on  Evidence,  119,  that  Burbough,  J.,  in  a  case  of  Webber  r. 
Buddy  (Exeter  summer  assizes,  1826,)  which  occurred  two  years  later, 
conceiving  the  opinion  of  Best,  C.  J.,  to  be  the  better  one,  '^  refused  to 
admit  a  co-defendant  under  similar  circumstances  as  a  witness  for  a 
defendant  who  had  pleaded  to  an  action  for  an  assault,  proved  to  be  a 
joint  one ;  for,  he  was  interested  in  reducing  the  damages,  which  might 
be  wholly  levied  on  him."  It  is  probable  that  BuRRonoH,  J.,  in  thus 
adhering  to  the  opinion  expressed  by  Best,  0.  J.,  in  Ma^h  v.  Smithy  in 
preference  to  the  positive  ruling  of  Lord  Kenton,  in  Ward  v.  Haydony 
was  acting  upon  some  general  understanding  *of  the  judges. 


Upon  principle,  it  appears  to  me  that  Spall  was  not  an  admis- 
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sible  witness :  he  clearly  had  an  interest  in  diminishing  the  damages. 
There  was  nothing  to  show  that  Spall  was  called  for  anything  that  would 
not  affect  the  amoimt  of  damages.  My  brother  Btlss  contended  that, 
assuming  the  plaintiff's  case  to  be  true,  Spall,  the  constable,  was  jus- 
tified in  apprehending  the  plaintiff  on  suspicion,  and  that  Barber  waa 
also  justified  as  acting  in  his  aid.  Spall  was  evidently  interested  in 
making  out  a  case  of  suspicion  of  felony. 

The  other  point  was  disposed  of  in  die  course  of  the  argument.  The 
learned  judge  meant,  not  to  draw  any  such  distinction,  as  that  suggested, 
between  trover  and  trespass,  but  that,  if  there  were  reasonable  suspicion, 
Barber  might  justify.     I  think  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  witness  proposed  to  be 
called,  was  a  co-defendant.  As  a  party  to  the  record,  and  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  suit,  he  would  not  be  made  an  admissible  witness  by 
Lord  Denhan's  act.  The  case  of  Warrall  v.  JaneSy  7  Bingh.  895,  5 
M.  k  P.  241, — ^which  appears  to  have  overruled  Chapman  v.  GraveSy  and 
that,  upon  deliberation,  — shows  that  his  testimony  was  not  admissible. 
In  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  witness  was  admissible  or  not,  the 
proper  principle  is,  to  inquire  in  what  relation  he  stood  to  the  party  on 
whose  behalf  he  was  called,  and  what  was  the  issue  upon  the  record. 
Trying  it  in  that  way,  it  is  clear  that  the  witness  had  a  direct  interest  in 
procuring  the  damages  against  Barber  to  be  assessed  at  the  smallest 
amount  possible,  because  they  could  not  be  assessed  at  a  larger  sum  as 
against  himself.  K  we  are  at  liberty  to  look  beyond  the  record,  it 
would  seem  that  Spall  was  called  to  prove,  not  that,  although  the  plain- 
tiff had  suffered  injury,  it  was  not  from  "^the  act  of  the  defendant 


Barber,  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  in  truth  sustained  no  injury  at 
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all,  becansd  the  goods  in  question  had  been  seised  upon  a  reasonable 
suspicion  of  felony,  and  consequentlj  that  the  damages  he  was  enUded 
to  as  against  himself,  should  be  merely  nominal.  The  direct  oonse- 
qaence  of  his  testimony  would  be,  to  bring  the  suit  to  the  most  favourable 
termination  possible  for  both  defendants.  He  came  to  prove  something 
that  was  advantageous  to  himself,  and  therefore  had  a  strong  interest  in 
the  result.  Chapman  v.  Orave$  being  overruled  by  Worrall  v.  «7ane«, 
and  the  authority  of  Ward  v.  Haydtm  removed,  or,  at  least,  considerably 
shaken,  by  the  better  opinion  of  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Math  v.  Smithy  and  tli« 
subsequent  ruling  of  Burrough,  J.,  in  Webher  v.  Budd, — ^it  seems  to 
me,  upon  principle  as  well  as  upon  authority,  that  the  evidence  of  this 
witness  was  properly  rejected. 

y.  Williams,  J.(a)  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Whatever  might  be 
the  professed  purpose  of  calling  him,  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  that 
SpaU  was  inadmissible,  inasmuch  as  his  evidence  must  have  tended  to 
influence  the  amount  of  the  damages.  I  should  be  sorry  to  add  to  the 
number  of  anomalous  cases  in  which  it  has  held,  that  a  witness  incom- 
petent for  one  purpose  may  be  competent  for  another. 

Rule  discharged.(i) 

(a)  Crssswill,  J.,  had  gone  to  chambera. 

(()  In  Hadridc  T.  Halop  <(.  Saine,  Q.  B.,  T.  T.  1S4S,  17  Law  Jonrad,  N.  S.  313,  in  case 
for  a  mallcioufl  prosecution  for  perjury,  the  defendant  Healop  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  defend- 
ant Raine  suflered  judgment  by  default.  Wiobtman,  J^  at  the  Durham  aummer  aasizest  1847, 
held  that  Raine  was  a  competent  witnesa  for  the  jrfamt^f,  and  the  eourt  of  Q.  B.,  upon  a  review 
of  the  eases,  including  Thorpe  ▼.  JBarfier,  oonfirined  the  rttling  of  the  learned  judge.  And  aei 
Walker  v.  GUa,  post,  T.  T.  1849. 
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The  following  notice  was  sent  to  the  defendant,  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  :— 

"  5th  January,  1847.  I  am  the  holder  of  a  bill  drawn  by  you  on  L.  M.  Mendelssohn  ibr  981. 
ISff.,  which  became  due  yesterday,  the  4th  instant,  and  u  unpaid  ;  and  I  have  to  slate, 
that  unless  the  same  is  paid  to  me  immediately,  I  shall  take  proceedings  against  yM 
without  delay  for  the  amount." 

At  the  foot  was  added,  **  noting ,  St.*'  There  was  no  signature  to  the  note  ;  but  the  perooo 
who  delivered  it,. informed  the  defendant  fiom  whom  it  came : — 

Heldt  that  this  notice  conveyed  sufficient  intimation  to  the  drawer  that  the  biQ  had  been  pre- 
sented, and  dishonoured,  and  that  the  holder  looked  to  him  for  payment. 

Assumpsit,  oq  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon  one 
L.  M.  Mendelssohn,  for  98/.  15«. 

The  only  material  issue  was  upon  the  fourth  plea,  which  stated  that 
the  defendant  had  not  had  due  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill  by  the 
fU)ceptor. 

At  the  trial,  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes  for  the 
county  of  Surrey,  it  was  proved  by  a  clerk  of  the  plaintiff,  dist  he 
delivered  the  following  notice  to  the  defendant  on  the  day  of  which  it 
bears  date,  at  the  same  time  telling  him  from  whom  it  came.  By  some 
accident,  which  was  unexplained,  Uie  notice  was  not  signed. 
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**  2O9  Lawrence  Lane,  5th  January,  1847. 
"  Sir, — ^I  am  the  holder  of  a  bill  drawn  by  yon  on  L.  M.  Mendelssohn, 
for  98/.  ISt.,  which  became  due  yesterday,  the  4th  instant,  and  u  unpaid  ; 
and  I  have  to  state,  that,  nnless  the  same  is  paid  to  me  immediately,  I 
shall  take  proceedings  against  you  without  delay  for  the  amount. 

"  I  am,  sir, 

'*  Yours  most  obediently. 
<<Amountofbill,je98  15  0 
"Noting     .      .  6  0 


je99    0  0" 

•This  notice  was  addressed  to  "  Mr.  John  Christiani,  Sherborne  r^^oo 
Lane."  ^^^ 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  the  notice  of  dis- 
honour was  insufficient;  first,  because  it  was  not  signed;  secondly, 
because  it  did  not,  either  in  express  words,  or  by  necessary  implication, 
inform  the  party  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  that  the  bill  had  been  either 
accepted  by  the  drawee,  or  presented  to  him  for  payment. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintifi*,  for  the 
amount  of  the  bill  and  interest ;  reserving  leare  to  the  defendant  to  move 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  himself  on  the  fourth  issue,  if  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  either  objection  was  well  founded. 

The  jury  having  accordingly  found  for  the  defendant, 

JIf.  Chambers^  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  fourth  issue,  pursuant  to  the  leave 
reserved.  He  cited  Sartley  v.  Case,  4  B.  &  C.  889,  6  D.  &  R.  505,  1 
C.  &.  P.  555,  Solarte  v.  Palmery{a)  Phillips  v.  Q-otdd,  8  C.  &  P.  866, 
BculUm  V.  Welch^  8  N.  G.  688,  4  Scott,  425,  and  Byles  on  Bills.(i) 
pdAULB,  J.,  referred  to  Eedger  v.  Steavensany  2  M.  &  W.  799,  and  Jtfe«- 
9enger  v.  Southey^  1  M.  &  G.  76,  1  Scott,  N.  R.  180,  and  V.  Williams, 
J.,  to  Rowlands  v.  Springetty  14  M.  k  W.  7,  and  Bailey  v.  Porter^  14 
M.  k  W.  44.] 

Duncan  now  showed  cause.  The  absence  of  signature  to  the  notice 
was  amply  supplied  by  the  intimation  given  by  the  clerk,  at  the  time  he 
delivered  it  to  the  defendant,  *that  it  came  from  the  plaintiff.  r»goQ 
There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  that  objection. 

Then,  as  to  the  form  of  the  notice.  Though  not  quite  so  technical  as 
it  might  have  been,  it  contains  all  the  essentials  of  a  good  notice :  it 
properly  describes  the  bill ;  it  informs  the  drawer,  at  least  by  necessary 
implication,  that  it  has  been  dishonoured  by  the  acceptor;  and  it  plainly 
intimates  that  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  is  addressed,  is  looked  to 
for  payment.     Li  Hartley  v.  CosBj  it  did  not  appear  from  the  notice, 

^)  7  Bingh.  530, 5  M.  &  P.  475,  1  Tyrwfa.  371, 1  C.  &  J.  417,— in  the  EzcheqiMr  dumber : 
1  Btngh.  194, 1  Scott,  1,— in  the  Honae  of  Lorde. 
(»>  Sth  edit.  S03,  n. 
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that  the  bill  had  been  dishonoured;  in  Solarte  y.  Palmer^  that  it  had 
ever  been  presented  for  payment.  In  Batdtan  y.  Welchj  there  was  no 
allegation  either  of  presentment  or  dishonour ;  the  words  useds  bemg— 
''  is  returned  to  me  unpaid,"  which  the  court  held  to  be  consistent  with 
the  absence  of  a  presentment.  [Maulb,  J.  But  for  the  ^^  Noting,  5«./' 
that  case  would  have  been  a  distinct  authority  against  you.]  In  Qrugecn 
V.  Smithy  2  N.  &  P.  808,  6  Ad.  &  E.  499,  the  notice  was— "Your  bill 
drawn  on  T.  T.,  and  accepted  by  him,  is  this  AAyretumed^  with  charges^ 
to  which  we  request  your  immediate  attention:"  and  it  was  held  to  be 
sufficient.  The  following  was  also  held  sufficient  in  EedgerY.  Steavemon 
— "  I  am  desired  by  Mr.  H.  to  give  you  notice  that  a  promissory  note, 
dated  August  the  11th,  1885,  made  by  S.  T.,  for  992.  18«.,  payable  to 
your  order,  two  months  after  date  thereof,  became  due  yesterday,  and 
has  been  returned  unpaid.  I  have  to  request  you  will  please  remit  the 
amount  thereof,  with  Is.  6d.  noting^  free  of  postage,  by  return  of  post" 
— being  precisely  the  same  as  the  words  of  the  notice  in  BouUtmr* 
Welch,  with  the  addition  of  the  notarial  charge.  The  true  role  seems 
to  be  that  laid  down  by  Parse,  B.,  in  Hedger  y.  Steavenwm,  where  that 
learned  judge  says:  "The  law  upon  this  point  is  established  by  the 
*fiQm  ^^^^^^^  ^  Solarte  v.  ^Palmer,  which  confirmed  that  of  Eartley 
-'  y.  iJfase,  against  the  preyious  opinion  of  the  profession.  It  is 
certain,  that,  after  the  case  of  Tindal  y.  Brown,  1  T.  R.  167,  there  was 
an  impression  that  it  was  sufficient  if  the  notice  conyeyed  an  intimation 
that  the  party  to  whom  it  was  giyen,  was  looked  to  for  payment  of  the 
bill  or  note.  Hartley  y.  Oaee  first  made  an  alteration  in  the  law,  and 
decided  that  the  yiew  so  taken,  was  not  correct.  The  rule  there  laid 
down  by  Lord  Tentebden,  was,  that,  though  no  precise  form  of  words 
was  necessary  to  be  used  in  giying  notice  of  dishonour,  yet  the  language 
employed  must  be  such  as  to  conyey  notice  to  the  party  what  the  bill  is, 
and  that  payment  of  it  has  been  refused  by  the  acceptor.  Upon  the 
authority  of  that  case,  the  court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  and  the  House 
of  Lords  decided  Solarte  y.  Palmer,  and  held  the  notice  there  nsed, 
insufficient.  By  that  decision  we  are  bound ;  though  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say  that  I  am  bound  by  all  the  reasoning  or  language  of  the  learned 
judges  in  giying  their  opinion,  and  therefore  should  myself  doubt 
whether  we  could  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  it  ought  to  appear  upon  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  ^by  eosprees  terms,  or  neceuary  implication,  that 
the  bill  was  presented  and  dishonoured :'  it  seems  to  me  enough  if  it 
appear  by  reasonable  intendment,  and  would  be  inferred  by  any  man  of 
business,  that  the  bill  has  been  presented  to  the  acceptor,  and  not  paid 
by  him.  However,  supposing  that  we  are  bound  by  the  precise  expres- 
sion of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  deliyering  judgment  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
we  ought  not  to  put  a  strict  construction  on  the  term  *  necessary  implica- 
tion : '  for,  were  we  to  do  so,  it  would  be  difficult  for  any  mercantile  man 
to  conduct  business  without  the  constant  aid  of  a  solicitor.  We  must  not  put 
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neb  a  meaning  on  that  expression,  as  to  say  that  the  language  "^of  r^nq^ 
the  instrument  must  be  so  precise  as  to  exclude  the  possibility  of  ^ 
any  other  inference  than  that  the  bill  had  been  so  presented,  and 
returned  unpaid.  On  the  subject  of  the  term  'necessary  implication,* 
Lord  Eldon  says : — 'Necessary  implication  means,  not  natural  necessity, 
but  so  strong  a  probability,  that  an  intention  contrary  to  that  which  is 
imputed,  cannot  be  supposed : '  Wilkinson  v.  Adam^  1  Yes.  k  Bea.  466. 
If  we  adopt  such  a  rule  of  construction  in  the  present  case,  could  any 
doubt  be  entertained  by  any  mercantile  man  who  received  this  notice, 
that  the  note  had  been  presented  to  the  maker  when  due,  and  was  not 
honoured?  Look  at  the  language  of  the  notice— 'I  am  desired  to  give 
you  notice  that  a  promissory  note,  made  by  Samuel  Thompson,  for  99?. 
18«.,  payable  to  your  order,  became  due  yesterday,  and  has  been 
returned  unpaid.  I  have  to  request  you  will  remit  the  amount  thereof, 
with  1».  6d,  noting.'  It  states  the  time  when  the  note  became  due,  and 
that  it  had  been  returned  unpaid.  Can  any  one  doubt  the  use  of  the 
term,  'returned  unpaid?'  The  word  'returned,'  is  almost  a  technical 
term  in  matters  of  this  nature,  and  means  that  the  bill  has  come  to 
maturity,  has  been  presented,  and  has  not  been  paid.  Upon  reading 
this  notice,  I  should  say  that  it  appears  from  it,  by  necessary  implication 
(in  the  meaning  I  attach  to  the  term),  that  the  note  has  been  duly  pre- 
sented, and  dishonoured.  This  is  the  opinion  which  I  should  have 
formed  previously  to  the  case  of  Batdton  v.  Welch;  and  we  are  not 
called  upon  to  overrule  that  case,  without  some  authority  to  the  con- 
trary. The  notice  in  Cfrugean  v.  SmUh  was  in  the  same  terms  as  the 
present ;  and,  as  we  must  determine  to  which  of  the  two  cases  we  will 
subscribe,  I  must  say  I  think  that  the  one  in  the  Common  Pleas  was  not 
rightly  determined.  There  is,  indeed,  one  circumstance  mentioned 
*in  this  notice  of  dishonour  which  does  not  appear  in  the  notice  w-^p^^ 
in  BoulUm  v.  Welch,  viz.  that  the  bill  had  been  noted :  that  con-  ^  * 
stitutes  a  distinction  between  the  two  cases ;  but  I  disclaim  to  go  on  that 
distinction.  In  Solarte  v.  Palmer,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no 
intimation  that  the  bill  had  been  presented  for  payment,  or  that  it  was 
unpaid,  or  even  that  it  was  due;  and  the  argument  for  the  sufficiency 
of  the  notice  rested  on  the  authority  of  Tindal  v.  Brown— on  its  con- 
taining sufficient  information  that  the  party  was  held  liable  to  the  holder. 
In  the  present  case,  I  think  no  mercantile  man,  upon  reading  the  notice, 
could  possibly  misunderstand  its  meaning ;  and  therefore  on  that  ground 
I  think  the  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged." And  Alderson,  B.,  says :  "  I  agree  with  my  brother  Parke, 
that  we  are  not  bound  by  the  strict  words  of  the  judges,  if  the  term 
'  necessary  implication '  is  used  by  them  in  a  strict  sense.  It  must  have 
that  reasonable  construction  which  is  given  in  the  judgment  of  Lord 
Eldon,  cited  by  my  brother  Parke.  In  that  view  of  the  case,  the 
requisites  are  fully  satisfied  by  the  terms  of  this  notice :  the  presentment 
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and  dishonour  are  necessarily  to  be  inferred  from  the  words  here  used.'* 
In  Shelt^m  v.  Braithwaitej  7  M.  &  W.  436,  a  bill  of  exchange  haying 
been  drawn  upon  A.  B.,  was  accepted  by  him,  and  was  afterwards 
indorsed  by  the  drawer  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  indorsed  it  to  The  Birming- 
ham-and-Midland-Gounties  Bank,  who  indorsed  it  to  one  W.  The  bill 
having  been  dishonoured  when  due,  W.  gave  notice  of  it  to  the  bank^ 
who  gave  notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  one  of  whom  wrote  the  following  letter 
to  the  drawer:  "To  my  surprise,  I  have  received  an  intimation  from 
The  Birmingham-and-Midland-Gounties  Bank,  that  your  draft  on  A 
B.  is  dishonoured;   and  I  have  requested  them  to  proceed  on  the 

•f^Q^n  *^^^^  '*  ^°^  ^^  ^^  ^®^^'  ^^^^'  ^^  there  was  more  than  one  bill  to 
J  which  the  letter  could  apply,  it  lay  upon  the  defendant  to  prove 
that  fact,  in  order  to  show  its  uncertainty ;  and  that  the  letter  was  a 
sufficient  notice  of  dishonour.  "The  word  dishonour^**  said  Parke,  B., 
"  is  a  technical  word,  which  intimates  that  the  bill  has  been  presented, 
and  refhsed  payment."  And  in  Rowlands  v.  Springetty  a  bill  of  exchange 
having  been  dishonoured,  notice  was  given  by  the  holder  to  the  first 
indorser,  who  in  due  time  left  at  the  residence  of  the  drawer  his  own 
card  and  address,  on  the  back  of  which  was  written, — "Bill  for  30?., 
drawn  by  S.  on  W.,  dishonoured^  lies  due  as  on  the  other  side.*'  The 
bill  was  not  lying  there,  but  at  the  residence  of  the  holder,  who  had 
other  bill  transactions  with  the  drawer:  and  the  notice  was  held 
sufficient;  Parke,  B.,  saying, — "The  bill  is  amply  described,  and  it  is 
stated  that  it  is  dishonoured ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  inaccuracy  in 
the  description  of  the  place  where  it  is  lying,  makes  any  difference."  So, 
in  Bailey  v.  Porter ^  a  letter  informing  the  drawer  that  "J.  C.'s  accept- 
ance, due  this  day,  is  unpaid^"  and  requesting  his  immediate  attention 
to  it,  was  held  to  be  a  sufficient  notice  of  dishonour.  However  closely 
some  of  the  cases  seem  to  trench  on  the  principle  laid  down  in  Hartley 
V.  Case  and  Solarte  v.  Palmer j  the  intimation  here  that  the  bill  is  unpaid^ 
and  that  the  party  addressed  is  required  to  pay  the  same,  with  a  charge 
for  noting^  abundantly  informs  him  that  it  has  been  refused  payment  by 
the  acceptor. 

Montagu  Chambers^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  notice  in  question 
.does  not  sufficiently  describe  the  bill;  nor  does  it  state  that  it  was 
accepted,  or  that  the  defendant  was  at  all  liable  to  be  called  upon  for 
payment  of  it, — all  of  which  was  considered  by  Abbott,  C.  J.,  in  JETart^ 
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ley  V.  Case,  to  be  essential.    But  the  more  important  ^objection 


to  the  notice,  is,  that  it  is  quite  consistent  with  what  appears  in 
-the  body  of  it,  that  there  never  was  any  presentment  of  the  bill  for  pay- 
:inent  to  the  acceptor,  or  any  refusal  by  him  to  pay  it.  In  Botdton  r. 
Welch,  the  notice  was  as  follows:  "The  promissory  note  for  200/.,  drawn 
l)y  H.  H.,  dated  the  18th  of  July  last,  payable  three  months  after  date, 
and  indorsed  by  you,  became  due  yesterday,  and  is  returned  to  me 
unpaid:  I,  therefore,  request  you  will  let  me  have  the  amount  forthwith:" 
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and  it  was  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  notice  of  dishononr,  inasmuch  aa  it 
conveyed  no  intimation  that  the  note  had  been  duly  presented,  and  dis- 
honoured. That  decision  is  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  rule  laid 
down  in  Solarte  y.  Palmer^  which  is,  that  the  notice  must  inform  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  addressed,  either  in  express  words,  or  by  necessary, 
or  as  Parke,  B.,  says,  in  Hedger  v.  Steavenson,  by  fair  and  reasonable 
implication,  that  the  bill  has  been  dishonoured,  and  that  the  holder  looks 
to  him  for  payment.  The  words  ^^  returned  unpaid,  with  1«.  6d,  noting," 
in  Hedger  v.  SteavensoUj  and  "re^wmed,  with  chargeSj^  in  Orugeon  t. 
Smithy  were  held  to  be  tantamount.to  a  statement  that  the  bill  was  dii- 
honoured.  [Maule,  J.  '' Returned  unpaid,"  does  not  by  any  means 
import  that  the  bill  has  been  presented  to  the  acceptor:  but  the  addition 
of  notarial  charges  helps  it  out.]  The  words  here  are,  not  ^^  returned 
unpaid,"  but  ^'ts  unpaid."  In  Phillips  v.  &oiUd,  a  letter  stating  that 
a  bill  of  exchange  (describing  it)  'Mies  at  my  office  due  and  unpaid,"  was 
held  not  to  be  a  good  notice  of  dishonour.  [Grbsswell,  J.  We  are 
all  of  opinion  that  the  "noting  5^.,"  which  appears  at  the  bottom  of 
this  notice,  forms  a  part  of  it;  and  therefore  that  you  need  not  refer  to 
cases  where  that  circumstance  is  wanting.]  It  will  be  going  much  further 
than  any  case  has  yet  gone,  to  hold  that  the  mere  mention  of  notarial 
charges,  will  eke  out  a  confessedly  bad  notice  of  dishonour. 


'^'CoLTMAN,  J.     I  am  unable  to  distinguish  the  present  case 
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from  Hedger  y.  Steavenson  and  Chugeon  v.  Smithy  construing 
the  effective  part  of  the  notice  to  be  the  reference  to  notarial  charges, — 
which  of  necessity  implies  that  there  has  been  a  due  presentment  of  the 
bill  to  the  acceptor,  and  a  refusal  to  pay. 

Maule,  J.  I  also  think  that  the  notice  in  this  case  was  sufficient. 
Grugeon  y.  Smith  and  Hedger  y.  Steavenwn  were  both  cases  in  which 
the  notice  contained  an  intimation  that  charges  had  been  incurred  for 
noting.  By  reasonable  intendment  amongst  mercantile  men,  a  charge 
for  noting,  necessarily  imports  that  the  bill  has  been  duly  presented  for 
payment,  and  has  been  dishonoured.  These  notices  are  not  to  be  scru- 
tinised with  all  the  nicety  of  special  demurrers.  Parke,  B.,  it  is  true, 
disclaims  to  found  himself  upon  the  notarial  charges ;  preferring  to  oyer- 
rule  by  a  mere  dictum,  a  recent  solemn  decision  of  a  court  of  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction.  It  is  impossible,  howeyer,  to  account  for  the  judgment  of 
my  brother  Pattbson,  in  Orugeon  y.  Smithy  without  assuming  that  he 
gave  effect  to  the  word  "  charges,"  as  we  are  now  doing. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  also  think  the  case  is  quite  free  from  doubt.  A 
person  who  deals  with  bills  of  exchange,  must  understand  the  meaning 
of  '^  noting,"  as  well  as  ''  presentment."  This  notice  must  necessarily 
have  conyeyed  to  the  defendant,  that  the  bill  had  been  presented  to  the 
acceptor  for  payment,  that  it  had  been  dishonoured,  and  that  therefore 
he  was  looked  to  for  the  amount. 

y.  WiLUAHS,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 

VOL.  v.— 65  2  0 
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Id  an  action  by  the  acceptor  againat  the  drawer  of  an  accommodation  bill,  on  hia  implied  eon- 
tract  of  indemnity,  the  plaintifi^^in  order  to  prove  that  a  former  bill,  in  renewal  of  which  the 
bill  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  given,  had  been  made  payable  at  a  par- 
ticular place,— called  a  banker'a  clerk,  who,  without  producing  the  bank-book,  atated  that 
he  had  ascertained  the  fact  from  an  entry  therein  in  his  own  handwriting,  but  that,  independ- 
ently of  that  entry,  he  had  no  recollection  whatever  of  the  fact : — Held,  that  this  was  not 
evidence  of  such  fact.  " 

Heid,  also,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  ooeta  inevTed  in  defending  an  action 
brought  againat  himself  upon  the  bill. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  acceptor  against  the  drawer  of  an  accom- 
modation acceptance,  upon  his  implied  indemnity.  The  plaintiff  sought 
to  recover  497.  108.,  the  amount  of  the  bill,  and  26/.  5«.,  the  costs 
incurred  by  him  in  defending  an  action  brought  agamst  him  by  the 
holder. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  the  last  spring  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Denbigh.  It  appeared  that  the  bill  in  question  had  been 
given  in  renewal  of  a  former  acceptance  for  the  same  amount, — ^which 
the  defendant  had  had  notice  to  produce.  The  original  bill  was  not 
produced :  and,  in  order  to  trace  it  to  the  defendant's  possession,  a  clerk 
of  a  bank  at  Mold  was  called  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  the  bill 
was  made  payable  at  that  place,  that  an  unsuccessful  search  had  been 
made  for  it  there,  and  that,  according  to  the  course  of  business  at  the 
bank,  it  must  have  been  redelivered  to  the  defendant.  The  bank-book 
was  not  produced;  but  the  witness  stated  that  he  had  on  the  preceding 
day  looked  at  an  entry  therein,  in  his  own  handwriting,  which  described 
the  bill  as  payable  at  Mold.  He,  however,  admitted  that  he  ^  had  no 
recollection  whatever  of  the  bill,  or  of  its  contents,  but  what  he  derived 
from  the  entry. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  objected  that  this  evidence  was 
^6971  ^^^  admissible,  inasmuch  as  it  was  giving  *by  parol  the  contents 
of  the  book,  which  itself  ought  to  have  been  produced. 

The  learned  judge  admitted  the  evidence. 

It  was  further  objected,  that,  at  all  events,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  cast  upon  the  defendant  the  costs  of  the  unsuccessful  and  improper 
defence  to  the  former  action. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  full  amount  claimed— 791 
15s. ;  leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  reduce  the  da- 
mages to  492. 10^.,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  the  costs  of  defending  the  action  against  himself. 

Tottmsend,  in  Easter  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  of  the  improper  reception  of  evidence,  or  to  reduce  the  da- 
mages pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved.  He  referred  to  Doe  d.  Church  v. 
JPerk%n8y  3  T.  B.  749,  Kenaington  v.  Inglis,  8  East,  289,  and  BurCon  v. 
Flummer,  2  Ad.  k  E.  841,  4  N.  4;  M.  316, 1  Stark.  Ev.  171,  upon  the 
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first  point;  and,  upon  the  second,  to  Knight  y.  Sughes,  M.  b  M.  247, 
and  Roach  y.  Thompson,  M.  k  M.  487. 

Wehbj/  now  showed  cause.  It  may  be  conceded,  that,  if  the  bank 
clerk  had  been  called  for  the  mere  purpose  of  proving  the  contents  of  an 
entry  in  the  bank  books, — they  not  being  in  the  same  situation  as  the 
books  of  the  Bank  of  England,  of  which,  for  the  sake  of  public  conve- 
nience, secondary  evidence  is  allowed  to  be  given, — ^his  testimony  ought 
not  to  have  been  received.  But,  here,  the  witness  was  not  wanted  to 
prove  the  terms  of  the  entry,  but  merely  the  fact  that  the  former  bill 
had  been  payable  at  Mold,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  a  foundation  for  his 
statement  of  the  practice  of  the  bank.  *[Gresswell,  J.  What  r^gog 
was  that  but  proving  the  contents  of  the  book?  How  could  you  ^ 
tell  that  the  bill  in  respect  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  a  renewal 
of  the  former  bill,  unless  you  had  the  entry  before  you  ?]  All  that  was  n&> 
cessary,  was,  proof  of  the  fact  that  the  former  bill  was  payable  at  Mold. 
[Maule,  J.  In  most  cases,  all  that  is  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  the  cause, 
IS  the  substance  of  the  entry.  If  that  can  be  shown  by  parol,  the  rule  will, 
in  effect,  be  got  rid  of.]  It  was  for  the  judge  to  say  whether  a  foundation 
had  been  laid  for  the  admission  of  secondary  evidence:  its  value,  when 
admitted,  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  In  Kefmngton  v.  Inglis,  where 
a  license  to  trade  with  an  enemy,  granted  abroad,  had  been  returned, 
after  being  used,  to  the  secretary  of  the  governor  by  whom  it  was  issued, 
who  had,  as  he  believed,  thrown  it  aside  amongst  the  waste  pag^s  of  his 
office,  and  did  not  know  what  was  become  of  it,  having  afterwards  searched 
for,  but  not  recollecting  the  finding  it,  and  thinking  that  he  had  not 
found  it, — ^this  was  held  to  be  reasonable  evidence  of  the  loss  of  the 
license,  so  as  to  let  in  parol  evidence  of  its  contents;  the  paper  not  being 
considered  as  of  any  further  use  at  the  time,  and  the  witness's  attention 
not  having  been  called  particularly  to  the  circumstances:  and  the  wit- 
ness was  permitted  to  speak  to  the  contents  of  the  license  from  memory, 
though  he  had  made  an  entry  of  it  in  his  memorandum  book,  for  the  pri- 
vate information  of  himself  and  the  governor,  which  book  was  not  pro> 
duced;  he  having  given  it  to  the  governor,  who  had  gone  abroad  without 
returning  it  to  him ;  for,  such  book,  if  in  court,  would  not  have  been  evi- 
dence per  SBy  but  could  only  have  been  used  by  the  witness  to  refiresh  his 
memory.  [Cresswell,  J.  What  was  wanted  there,  was,  not  the  contents 
of  the  entry,  but  of  the  license.  The  book  was  only  one  species  of 
secondary  evidence  of  that.]  The  question  here  is,  whether,  upon 
*the  whole,  there  was  not  reasonable  evidence  for  the  jury,  that  r^^/^qq 
the  original  bill  was  payable  at  Mold,  apart  from  the  evidence  ^ 
supposed  to  have  been  iUegitimately  received.  The  cases  of  Knight  r. 
Hughes,  M.  &;  M.  247,  CHUeU  v.  Rippm,  M.  &  M.  406,  and  Boaeh  y. 
Thompson,  M.  k  M.  487,  seem  to  show  that  a  person  indemnified  cannot 
charge  the  party  indemnifying,  with  the  costs  of  defending  an  action 
for  a  debt  clearly  due,  unless  authorised  by  him  to  defend.    Thoi« 
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cases  were  cited  in  Smith  v.  Compton,  3  B.  &  Ad.  407.  There,  the 
defendant  conveyed  premises  to  the  plaintiff,  and  covenanted  for  good 
title :  an  action  of  formedon  was  afterwards  brought  against  the  plain- 
tiffs by  a  party  having  better  title,  and  the  plaintiff  compromised  it  for 
5502. ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  breach  of 
covenant,  might  recover  the  whole  snm  so  paid,  and  his  costs  as  between 
attorney  and  client  in  the  compromised  suit,  though  he  had  given  no 
notice  of  that  suit  to  the  defendant ;  for,  that  in  an  action  upon  a 
general  guarantee,  the  only  effect  of  such  want  of  notice  to  the  indem- 
nifying party,  is,  to  let  in  proof  on  his  part  that  the  compromise  was 
improvidently  made,  and  it  lies  on  him  to  establish  that  fact.  [Crbss- 
WELL,  J.  The  plaintiff  there  had  been  deluded  by  the  misrepresen- 
tation of  the  defendant's  title.  That  is  very  different  from  an  ordinary 
case  of  indemnity.]  In  Jones  v.  WiUiamB,  7  M.  &;  W.  493,  a  decla^ 
ration  in  assumpsit  stated,  that,  in  consideration  that  R.  J.,  in  his  life- 
time (of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  administratrix,)  would  execute  a  bond  to 
W.  J.,  in  the  penal  sum  of  600/.,  the  defendant  undertook  that  he  would 
save  harmless  and  indemnify  R.  J.,  his  executors  and  administrators, 
from  any  loss  or  damage  by  reason  of  his  executing  the  bond:  the 
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^declaration  then  averred  the  execution  of  the  bond  by  R.  J.,  his 


death,  and  the  grant  of  administration  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  became  liable  to  pay  and  satisfy  the  bond  of 
W.  J.,  ^which  the  defendant  had  notice ;  but  that  the  defendant  did  not 
indemnity  the  plaintiff,  as  such  administratrix,  from  loss  or  damage  by 
reason  of  the  execution  of  the  bond ;  by  means  whereof  the  plaintiff,  as 
administratrix,  was  called  upon  and  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  and  did 
pay,  to  W.  J.,  the  sum  of  310/.  secured  by  the  bond,  and  a  further  sum  far 
the  costs  of  an  action  against  him^  kc.  The  defendant  pleaded,  that  the 
plaintiff,  as  administratrix,  was  not  called  upon,  or  forced,  or  obliged,  to 
pay,  nor  did  she  pay,  to  W.  J.,  the  moneys  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, nor  was  she  damnified  as  therein  mentioned,  in  manner  and  form, 
Ac.  The  bond,  when  produced  at  the  trial,  appeared  to  be  subject  to  a 
condition  for  re-payment  of  the  sum  secured,  with  interest,  ^'  at  or  before 
the  expiration  of  six  months'  notice  to  be  given  to  pay  the  same :"  and 
there  was  no  proof  of  such  notice  having  been  given.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  action  being  commenced 
against  the  plaintiff  on  the  bond  (which  was  stayed  by  a  judge's  order, 
on  payment  of  debt  and  costs),  and  did  not  come  in  to  defend  it.  And 
it  was  held,  that  this  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  on 
the  above  issue.  [Maule,  J.  The  costs  in  this  case  are  quite  different 
from  the  costs  there.]  At  all  events,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  costs 
of  the  writ,  as  Lord  Tenterdbn  held,  in  CHllett  v.  Rippon.  [Maule, 
J.  If  you  would,  under  any  circumstances,  be  entitled  to  the  costs  of 
the  writ,  I  think  you  are  not  so  entitled  where  you  have  defended  the 
aotion.] 
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Tawnsendj  in  support  of  the  mle.  The  evidence  of  the  bank  clerk 
▼as  reluctantly  admitted,  and,  it  is  ♦submitted,  improperly. 
It  was  essential  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  that  the  first  bill  was  t 
payable  at  Mold.  The  clerk  could  not  state  that  fact  without  the  book. 
Independently  of  the  entry  in  the  book,  his  memory  was  a  perfect  blank. 
The  court  cannot,  without  overruling  Doe  d.  Church  v.  Perkins^  hold 
his  evidence  admissible.  In  that  case,  it  was  distinctly  laid  down,  that, 
although  a  witness  may  refresh  his  memory  by  antf  book  or  paper,  if  he 
can  afterwards  swear  to  the  fact  from  his  own  recollection ;  yet,  if  he 
cannot  swear  to  the  fact  from  recollection,  any  further  than  as  finding  it 
entered  in  a  book  or  paper,  the  original  book  or  paper  must  be  pro- 
duced. That  case  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of  a  case  of  Tanner  v. 
Taylor  J  (Hereford  spring  assizes,  1756,)  which  Buller,  J.,  read  from  a  MS. 
note  as  follows : — "  In  an  action  for  goods  sold,  the  witness  who  proved  (a) 
the  delivery,  took  it  from  an  account  which  he  had  in  his  hand,  being 
a  copy,  as  he  said,  of  the  day  book,  which  he  had  left  at  home :  and,  it 
being  objected  that  the  original  ought  to  have  been  produced,  Mr.  Baron 
Lbgob  said  that,  if  he  could  swear  positively  to  the  delivery  from  recol- 
lection, and  the  paper  was  only  to  refresh  his  memory,  he  might  make 
use  of  it ;  but,  if  he  could  not,  from  recollection,  swear  to  the  delivery, 
any  further  than  as  finding  them  entered  in  his  book,  then  the  original 
should  have  been  produced:  and,  the  witness  saying  he  could  not 
Bwear  from  recoUection,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited."  The  court  will 
not  inquire  into  the  greater  or  less  importance  of  a  piece  of  evidence 
that  has  been  improperly  received. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  evidence  in  question  ought 
not  to  have  been  admitted.  The  entry  in  the  book  was  sought  to  be 
made  use  of,  not  merely  *to  satisfy  me  that  the  bill  was  payable  r^tjr^o 
at  Mold, — for  the  purpose  of  letting  in  the  evidence  of  the  course  '- 
of  business  at  the  bank  there,  but  its  contents  also  went  to  the  jury. 
Doe  d.  Church  v.  Perkins  is  an  authority  to  show  that  it  was  not 
admissible. 

Maulb,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Many  difficult  questions  may 
arise  upon  this  subject.  Here,  however,  the  evidence  that  went  to  the  jury 
upon  a  matter  of  fact,  was,  that  of  a  witness  who  professed  to  have  no 
recollection  whatever  of  the  bill,  but  for  the  entry  in  the  book.  Doe  d. 
Church  V.  Perkins  was  decided  after  considerable  argument:  it  has 
often  been  acted  upon,  and,  I  believe,  never  questioned. 

As  to  the  costs,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
them.     The  rest  of  the  court  concurring, 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial. 

(a)  i.  e.  waa  called  to  prove. 
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EYRE  V.  SCOVELL  and  Others.    Feb.  8. 

In  trover,  ihe^defendant  pleaded  that  A.,  being  lawfally  poaeesBed,  lost  the  goods,  which  t 
into  the  hands  of  B.,  and  the  defendants,  as  servants  of  A.,  took  them  from  B. 

Hdd,  that,  under  a  replication  de  injuHd,  the  plaintiff  might  set  up  a  oooveyanee  from  A.  to 
the  parties  under  whom  he  claimed. 

Trover,  for  two  hundred  pockets  of  hops.  The  defendants  pleaded 
twelve  pleas,  of  which  those  material  to  be  considered,  are,  the  second, 
the  fifth,  and  the  tenth. 

The  second  plea  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  said  time 
when,  &;c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  possessed,  as  of  his  own  pro- 
perty, of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  os  of  any 
*'70^1  ^'  ^^^^^^  *<>^  them,  or  of  any  part  thereof,  in  manner  and  form 
-I  as  in  the  declaration  alleged. 

Fifth  plea, — as  to  parcel  of  the  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
to  wit,  as  to  forty  of  the  said  pockets  of  hops, — ^that,  before,  and  thence 
until,  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  of  the  said  last-mentioned  goodB, 
and  until  and  at  the  time  of  such  sale  thereof  to  him  as  thereinafter 
mentioned,  certain  persons  carrying  on  trade  under  the  name,  style,  and 
firm  of  Mayor  k  Oo.,  were  possessed  of  the  same  as  of  their  own  pro- 
perty, and  being  so  possessed,  &c.,  afterwards,  and  before  the  plamtiff 
became  possessed  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1847,  casaallj 
lost  the  same  out  of  their  possession,  and  immediately  thereupon,  and 
before  the  plaintiff  first  became  possessed  thereof^  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  same  came,  by  finding,  into  the  possession  of 
one  Thomas  Eyre,  who  immediately  thereupon,  and  just  before  the  same 
time  when,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  sold  and  delivered  the  same 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  became  and  was  thereof  possessed,  as  in 
the  declaration  alleged ;  and  that  thereupon,  immediately,  and  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  the  defendants  as  the  servants,  and  at  the  command 
of  the  said  Mayor  k  Co.,  seized  and  took  the  said  goods  out  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff,  and  retook  possession  thereof,  to  and  for  the  use 
of  the  said  Mayor  k  Co.,  and  with  the  intent  to  deprive  and  divest  the 
plaintiff  of  the  property  therein,  and  to  revest  the  same  in  the  said 
Mayor  k  Co.,  as  they,  the  defendants,  then  did,  and  as  they  lawfully 
might  for  the  cause  aforesaid, — ^which  was  the  said  conversion  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  so  far  as  the  same  related  to  the  said  parcel  of 
goods  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea  mentioned. 

Tenth  plea, — as  to  parcel  of  the  said  goods  in  the  declaration  men- 
*7041  ^^^'^^^J  ^  '^^f  *^  *^  ^^^  ^^  ^^'*y  *pocket8, — ^that,  before  the 
plaintiff  was  possessed  thereof,  certain  persons  carrying  on  busi- 
ness under  the  name,  style,  and  firm  of  Mayor  k  Co.,  were  possessed 
thereof  as  of  their  own  property,  and,  being  so  possessed,  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1847,  casually  lost  the  same  out  of  their 
possession,  and  the  same  thereupon  came,  by  finding,  to  the  possession 
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of  one  Samuel  Bradley,  who  thereupon  immediately  lost  possession  of 
the  same,  and  the  same  came,  by  finding,  to  the  possession  of  one 
Thomas  Eyre,  who  thereupon  immediately,  and  just  before  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  sold  and  delivered 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  and  thereby  became  and  waa 
possessed  thereof,  whereupon  immediately,  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c., 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  defendants,  as  the  serrants,  and  at  the 
command,  of  the  said  Mayor  &  Co.,  seized  and  took  the  said  goods  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  retook  possession  of  the  same  on 
behalf  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Mayor  k  Co.,  with  intent  to  divest  and 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  all  property  or  possession  thereof  and  therein, 
and  revest  the  same  in  the  said  Mayor  k  Co.,  as  they,  the  defendants, 
then  did,  and  as  they  lawfully  might  for  the  cause  aforesaid, — which 
was  the  said  conversion  in  the  declaration  alleged,  so  far  as  the  same 
related  to  the  said  parcel  of  goods  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea 
mentioned. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  second  plea,  and  replied  to  the  fifth 
and  tenth  pleas,  respectively,  that  the  defendants,  of  their  own  wrong, 
and  without  the  cause  by  them  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  committed 
the  grievances  in  the  declaration  alleged,  so  far  as  the  same  related  to 
the  parcel  of  goods  in  the  introductory  part  of  that  plea  mentioned,  &c. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  spring 
assizes  for  the  county  of  Surrey.    The  *facts  were  as  follows : —  r*705 
Mayor  k  Co.,  who  were  originally  possessed  of  the  hops  in  ques- 
tion, sold  them  to  one  Bradley;  Bradley  sold  them  to  one  Thomas 
Eyre ;  and  Thomas  Eyre  sold  them  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the 
hops  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  from  Mayor  k  Co.,  and  that 
Thomas  Eyre  and  the  plaintiff  respectively  received  them  with  notice  of 
the  fraud. 

The  learned  judge  told  the  jury,  that,  if  there  was  a  valid  sale  of  the 
hops  to  Bradley,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  plaintiff, 

Manning^  Serjt.,  in  Easter  term,  1847,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection.  He  submitted  that  the  only  ques- 
tions raised  by  the  fifth  and  tenth  pleas,  were,  whether  Mayor  &;  Co. 
were  at  any  time  possessed  of  the  hops,  and  whether  the  defendants 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  acting  as  the  servants  of 
Mayor  k  Co. ;  and  that  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  acquired  subsequently 
to  the  possession  of  Mayor  k  Co.,  was  not  put  in  issue  by  the  general 
replication  de  injurid.  He  cited  Comyn^  v.  Boyer,  Cro.  Eliz.  485, 
Chamhern  v.  Donaldson,  11  East,  65,  and  Gary  v.  Holt,  11  East,  70,  n. 

W.  H.  Wat9ony  Montagu  ChamberSj  and  Kennedy j  now  showed  cause. 
The  whole  question  would  arise  on  the  second  plea,  which  puts  in  issue 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  conversion.    The  fifth  and 
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tenth  pleas, — ^to  which  th^  present  rule  applies  itself, — ^are  substantially 
•TORI  *^®  same.   The  former  alleges,  that,  *before  and  thence  until  the 

^  plaintiff  became  possessed  of  the  hops,  and  until  and  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  thereof  to  him  as  thereinafter  mentioned.  Mayor  &  Co.  were 
possessed  of  the  same  as  of  their  own  property,  and,  being  so  possessed, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  thereof,  casually 
lost  the  same  out  of  their  possession ;  that,  immediately  thereupon,  and 
before  the  plaintiff  first  became  possessed  thereof,  the  same  came  by 
finding  into  the  possession  of  one  Thomas  Eyre,  who  immediately  there- 
upon, and  just  before  the  same  time  when,  &c.,  sold  and  delivered  them 
to  the  plaintiff,  who  thereupon  became  possessed  thereof:  that  thereupon, 
immediately,  the  defendants,  as  the  servants,  and  by  the  command  of 
Mayor  &  Co.,  seized  and  took  the  same  out  of  the  possession  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  retook  possession  thereof  to  And  for  the  use  of  Mayor  k 
Co.,  and  with  the  intent  to  deprive  and  divest  the  plaintiff  of  the  property 
therein,  and  to  revest  the  same  in  Mayor  &  Co.  And  the  tenth  pl^ 
alleges,  that,  before  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  hops.  Mayor  k 
Co.  were  possessed  thereof  as  of  their  own  property,  and,  being  so  pos- 
sessed, lost  the  same,  and  the  same  thereupon  came  by  finding  to  the 
possession  of  Bradley ;  that  Bradley  thereupon  immediately  lost  the  same, 
and  the  same  came  by  finding  to  the  possession  of  Thomas  Eyre ;  that 
Eyre  sold  and  delivered  them  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  thereupon  the 
defendants,  as  the  servants,  and  at  the  command,  of  Mayor  k  Co., 
seized  and  took  them  out  of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  retook 
possession  of  the  same  on  behalf  and  to  the  use  of  Mayor  &  Co.,  with 
intent  to  divest  and  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  all  property  or  possession 
thereof  and  therein,  and  revest  the  same  in  Mayor  &  Co.  The  conten- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  b,  that  the  only  material  question 
raised  by  these  pleas,  is,  whether  Mayor  &  Co.  were  possessed  of  the 
^^^^_  hops  *before  the  plaintiff  became  possessed  of  them ;  that  the 

-I  intermediate  findings  and  sales  are  mere  colour,  which  is  not  put 
in  issue  by  the  replication  de  injurid;  and  that,  if  they  can  show  that 
they  were  possessed  at  any  time  before  the  plaintiff  was  possessed,  the 
defendants  would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  on  these  two  issues.  The 
replication  de  injurid  puts  in  issue  every  material  fact  implied  as  well  as 
alleged  in  the  plea,  (a)  Where  colour  b  given  in  trespass  or  trover,  the 
party  sets  up  a  good  title  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  or  conversion: 
LeyjUld'^  case,  10  Co.  Rep.  91  a;  Stephen  on  Pleading,  5th  edit.  239; 
Comyn's  Digest,  Tit.  Pleader^  (E.  5.)  The  fifth  and  tenth  pleas  amount 
to  this — that  Mayor  &  Co.  were  the  owners  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of 
the  alleged  conversion.  If  the  title  of  Mayor  &  Co.  is  involved  in  the 
plea,  it  is  well  traversed  by  de  injurid.  If  not,  the  plea  is  bad.  And 
the  court  wiU  not  grant  a  new  trial  upon  a  plea  as  to  which,  if  the 

(a)  Vide  2  Wins.  Saund.  312  e,  n.  (4) ;  2  Wms.  Saund.  10,  n.  (14) ;  The  Edinburgh  and  leUk 
Sailway  Cimpany  ▼.  tiibbletvhUe,  6  M.  &  W.  707;  Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  (E.  5.) 
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defendant  obtained  a  verdict  upon  it,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  The  cases  cited  to  show  that  colour  is 
not  put  in  issue  by  de  injurid,  may  be  passed  over  as  inapplicable ;  that 
being  conceded.  The  pleas,  not  having  been  demurred  to,  must  now  be 
assumed  sufficiently  to  allege  title  in  Mayor  &  Co.  at  the  time  of  the 
conversion:  for,  whatever  is  defectively  stated  is  cured  by  pleading 
over :  STobBon  v.  MiddletoUy  6  B.  &  C.  295,  9  D.  &  B.  249 ;  2  Wms. 
Saund.  228  a,  n.  (/.),  228  d,  n.  {m).  In  JETowarth  v.  ToUmiache,  4  M. 
4  G.  427,  5  Scott,  N.  R.  329,  in  trover  against  the  sheriff,  he  pleaded, 
that  a /./a.  was  delivered  to  him  at  the  suit  of  A.  against  B. ;  that  the 
goods  in  the  declaration  were  the  goods  of  B. ;  *that  before  the  p^^^Q 
time  when,  &c.,  B.  fraudulently  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  posses-  '■ 
flion  of  the  goods,  under  colour  of  a  feigned,  covinous,  and  fraudulent 
conveyance,  to  the  intent  to  delay  A.,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
statute ;  and  that,  whilst  the  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  whilst  the  writ  was  in  force,  he,  the  defendant,  as  sheriff,  seized  the 
goods :  and  the  plea  was  held  bad,  as  amounting  to  an  argumentative 
denial  that  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  as  of  his  own  property.  Striking 
out  the  colour  from  these  pleas,  they  amount  to  this — that  certain  persons 
named  Mayor  &  Co.  were  once  possessed  of  these  goods,  and,  being  so 
possessed,  casually  lost  them,  &c. ;  which  would  clearly  be  idle.  The 
judgment  of  Lee,  C.  J.,  in  Cary  v.  Holtj  11  East,  70,  n.,  is  very  much 
to  the  purpose.  He  says :  "  The  exceptions  to  the  replications  are  two, 
— ^first,  that  the  defendant  has  shown  title  by  grant  from  the  lord,  and 
therefore  it  was  not  sufficient  for  thfe  plaintiff  to  traverse  that,  without 
showing  a  title  in  himself.  But,  although  that  rule  may  be  good  in 
general  in  real  actions,  yet  it  is  otherwise  in  trespass ;  because,  in  that  case, 
possession  is  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  the  material  thing  to  traverse  is, 
the  defendant's  title.  And  so  it  is  held  expressly  in  KnigM  v.  Lodge, 
Cro.  Eliz.  671 ;  and  the  same  distinction  taken  between  real  and  per- 
sonal actions :  Hoicse  v.  Laxton,  Cro.  Eliz.  890." 

Manning^  Serjt.  {Shee,  Serjt.,  and  Peacock,  were  with  him),  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule.  The  only  material  allegations  in  these  pleas,  are,  that 
Mayor  &  Co.  were  possessed  of  the  hops,  and  that  the  defendants,  as 
their  servants,  retook  them.  Colour  in  a  plea  is  in  no  case  traversable. 
Where,  therefore,  the  defendant  in  pleading  gives  colour,  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  set  out  his  *title  in  the  replication.  The  case  of  r^irAo 
Fenner  v.  Fisher,  Popham,  1,  Cro.  Eliz.  288,  Viner's  Abridg-  '■ 
ment.  Tit.  Colour  in  Pleadings,  throws  considerable  light  on  this  subject. 
The  lord  chief  justice  there  says  "  the  first  possession  of  the  defendant 
is  a  good^  title  in  trespass  against  the  plaintiff,  if  he  cannot  show  or 
maintain  a  title  paramount."  [Maule,  J.  That  is  every  day's  learning, 
as  far  as  the  dictum  is  concerned.  Coltman,  J.  Do  you  contend  that 
there  is  in  the  plea  an  implied  statement  of  the  defendant's  title?] 
Precisely  so.    Where  a  title  is  once  alleged,  it  is  presumed  to  continue 
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until  the  contrary  is  shown,  (a)  The  plaintiff,  by  simply  denying  the 
title  set  up  by  the  defendants  in  their  plea,  has  not  entitled  himself  to 
show  that  that  title  has  ceased  to  exist.  In  JRockwood  v.  FeaseVj  Cro. 
Eliz.  262,  in  trover,  "  the  defendant  pleaded  that,  long  time  before  the 
conversion  supposed  to  be,  J.  S.  was  possessed  of  those  goods,  as  of  his 
own  goods,  at  B.,  in  Norfolk ;  and  that  he,  before  the  conversion  sup- 
posed, did  casually  lose  them,  and  they  came  to  the  hand  of  J.  Palmer 
by  trover,  who  gave  them  to  the  plaintiff,  who  lost  them  in  London ;  and 
that  the  defendant  found  them,  and  afterwards  did  convert  them  to  his 
own  use,  by  the  command  of  the  said  J.  S.,  as  it  was  lawful  for  him  to 
do.  It  was  moved,  that  this  is  no  plea,  for  it  amounts  to  the  general 
issue.  But  all  the  justices  held  it  a  good  plea ;  for,  it  confesseth  the 
possession  and  property  in  the  plaintiff,  against  all  but  the  lawful  owner." 
And  in  Oomyns  v.  Boyer^  Cro.  Eliz.  485,  it  was  held  that  a  justification 
in  trover,  that  the  goods  were  bought  in  market  overt,  impliedly  confesses 
the  allegation  that  they  belonged  to  the*  plaintiff. 
♦7101  *CoLTMAN,J.  My  brother -Sfanmryr  has  argued  very  laboriously 
to  make  a  plain  case  obscure :  but  I  think  he  has  failed  in  the  attempt. 
The  tenth  plea  appears  to  me  necessarily  to  involve  an  admission  of  title 
in  Mayor  &  Co.,  down  to  the  time  of  the  conversion.  Unless  it  be  under- 
stood in  that  sense,  it  gives  no  colour  at  all.  The  rule  is  well  established, 
that  the  replication  de  injurid  puts  in  issue  all  the  material  allegations 
in  the  plea ;  and  one  of  the  material  allegations  here,  is,  that  Mayor  k 
Co.  were  possessed  of  the  goods  in  question,  as  of  their  own  property,  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion ;  and  that  is  put  in  issue  by  the 
replication,  and  found  by  the  jury  against  the  defendants.  Possibly  the 
plea  was  demurrable :  but  that  is  not  now  the  question.  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  verdict  was  right,  and  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Maulb,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  was  right.  The 
question  that  arises  upon  the  fifth  and  tenth  pleas  is  in  effect  the  same 
as  that  which  arises  on  not  possessed ;  for,  if  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  hops  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion, 
Mayor  &  Co.  were  not.  Whether  the  plea  (the  tenth)  is  good  or  not, 
may  be  matter  of  doubt.  If  it  does  not,  at  least  impliedly,  contain  an 
allegation  that  Mayor  &  Co.  were  possessed  at  the  time  of  the  conversion, 
it  is  no  justification  at  all,  but  is  a  mere  statement  of  immaterial  facts 
from  beginning  to  end.  The  replication  de  injurid^  when  applied  to  a 
plea  that  has  nothing  material  in  it,  necessarily  puts  the  defendant  to 
proof  of  the  whole, — the  whole  being  put  in  issue ;  for,  no  part  being 
material,  the  defendant  could  not  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  unless  he 
proved  the  whole ;  and  here  the  plea  would  not  be  proved  in  omnAtu, 
unless  it  were  shown  that  Mayor  &  Co.  were  possessed  at  the  time  of 
•Tin  ^^^  ^conversion.  Assuming,  as  I  think  we  must,  that  the  plea 
does,  impliedly,  contain  an  allegation  to  that  effect,  the  colour 

(a)  See  the  cases  collected  in  a  note  to  Pirn  y.  Grat^rookt  2  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  444,  n  (c). 
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may  be  thrown  overboard,  and  then  the  substance  of  it  is,  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  Mayor  &  Co.  were  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  and  authorised  the  defendants,  as  their  servants, 
to  seize  them.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  replication,  says  that  the  defendants 
committed  the  conversion  charged,  without  the  cause  alleged  in  their 
plea.  That  is  a  negative  replication.  I  apprehend  it  puts  in  issue  every 
thing  material  that  is  alleged  in  the  plea, — ^matter  of  title,  if  title  is 
alleged;  matter  of  authority,  if  authority  derived  from  the  plaintiff  is 
alleged ;  and  that,  whether  the  plea  is  demurrable  or  not.  My  brother 
Manning  suggests  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff,  under  this 
negative  replication,  to  show  affirmative  matter, — title  derived  through 
Mayor  &  Co.  It  is  true  there  is  some  affirmative  matter  that  cannot  be 
shown  nnder  such  a  replication.  But  the  true  test  is  this :  the  plaintiff 
can  only  show  matters,  whether  negative  or  affirmative,  which  negative 
that  which  is  alleged  by  the  defendant  in  his  plea ;  the  distinction  being 
between  matters  in  confession  and  avoidance  of  the  plea,  and  matters 
that  are  in  negation  of  the  plea.  Take  the  case  of  an  action  of  trespass, 
with  a  plea  of  right  of  common,  and  a  replication  de  injurid;  the 
plaintiff  could  not,  under  that  issue,  show  that  he  also  had  a  right  of 
common ;  but  he  might  show  that  the  defendant  had  none.  So,  if  the 
plea  alleged  title  to  the  land,  the  plaintiff  could  not  upon  a  replication 
de  injuridj  show  a  grant  of  a  right  of  common  or  a  right  of  way,  though 
he  might  show  a  conveyance,  or  anything  to  negative  the  plea  that  the 
defendant  had  title  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass,  or  that,  before 
the  committing  of  the  alleged  trespass,  the  defendant  had  parted  with 
hb  interest  in  '''the  land  to  himself  or  to  a  third  person.(a)  It  is  rm^r-to 
the  showing  the  title  to  he  <mt  of  the  defendant^  rather  than  the 
showing  it  in  some  one  else,  that  is  the  material  part.  No  case  has  been 
cited  which  throws  a  shadow  of  doubt  upon  the  proposition,  that  it  is 
competent,  on  a  mere  negation  of  title,  to  show  that  the  defendant  had 
parted  with  the  property  before  the  cause  of  action  arose.  Here,  it  was 
competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  property  to  be  out  of  Mayor  & 
Co.,  that  is,  that  they  were  not  possessed,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
conversion;  and  this  he  might  do  by  any  medium  of  proof:  and  the 
most  effectual  way  of  doing  it,  was,  by  showing  that  they  had  previously 
parted  with  it.  That,  in  some  sense,  is  affirmative  matter ;  but  it  is  not 
matter  in  confession  and  avoidance :  it  negatives  the  averment  of  title 

(a)  A.  seised  in  fee  enfeoffs  B.  for  life.  In  trespass  quart  dautumf regit  at  the  soit  of  C,  B. 
msy  plead  soil  and  freehold  in  himself  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass.  Under  a  replication 
taking  issue  upon  the  plea,— by  de  injurid,  or  by  a  direct  trayerse,— it  would  be  competent  to 
C.  to  abow*  that,  before  the  trespass,  B.  had  surrendered  to  A.,  or  had  enfeoffed  D.  But,  if 
B.  fiilly  disclosed  his  real  title  in  his  plea,— showing  A's  seisin  in  fee,  and  the  feofiinent  to  B., 
with  an  allegation  that  B.  thereupon  became  seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  freehold,  for  the  term 
of  his  life, — the  proper  course  would  appear  to  be,  not  to  reply  <<«  tn/vrid,  or  traverse  the  seisin 
of  B.  tempore  tranagreMsionis,  but  to  reply  the  surrender  to  A.,  or  the  feoffment  of  D.  A 
ample  traverse  of  the  seisin  alleged  in  B.  would  be  bad  upon  q>ecial,  if  not  upon  general, 
demurrer,  though  it  would  be  good  if  pleaded  over  to,  or  if  issue  were  joined  upon  it. 
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in  the  defendants'  plea.  I  therefore  think  that  the  issues  on  the  fifth 
and  the  tenth  pleas,  whether  they  be  good  or  bad  pleas,  were  rightly 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  consequently  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

CRBS8WBLJ4,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  wo  assume  the  plea 
to  be  a  bad  one,  it  affords  no  *justification  for  the  conversion  com- 
J  plained  of.  If  a  good  one,  it  must  be  because  it  involves  an 
allegation  that  Mayor  &  Co.  were  possessed  of  the  hops,  as  of  their  ovn 
property,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion ;  and  that  is  put  in  issue 
by  the  replication  de  injurid.  The  objection,  if  any  there  be,  should 
have  been  taken  earlier. 

V.  Williams,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

DOE  dem.  BENJAMIN  GOODYEAR  BLOMFIELD  v.  The  Rev. 
CHARLES  EYRE,  Clerk.  Feb.  1. 

A.,  a  copyholder  in  fee,  in  contemplation  of  her  marriage  witji  B.,  surrendered  the  copyhold 
to  the  lord,  to  the  intent  that  he  might  re-grant  to  the  use  of  A.  until  the  marriage ;  and, 
after  the  marriage,  to  the  uae  of  B.  for  life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to  A.  and  her  aasigiu  for 
life';  and,  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  such  child  and  children  of  the  marriage,  and  for 
such  estate,  &c.,  charged  with  any  sum  or  sums  for  any  oth^r  of  their  children,  as  A.  should 
by  deed  or  will  appoint,  Slq.  ;  and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  the  children 
of  the  marriage  in  equal  shares ;  and,  in  default  er  &ilure  of  such  children,  then,  after 
the  decease  of  B.,  to  the  use  of  A.,  her  heirs  and  assigns. 

The  marriage  took  place,  and  two  sons  having  been  born,  A.,  by  a  will,  referring  to  the  power, 
devised  and  appointed  the  tenement  to  her  eldest  son  C,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  after  tho 
decease  of  B.,  upon  condition  that  C.  should  pay  to  D.,  her  second  son,  200Z.  within  one 
year  after  the  decease  of  B.,  or  on  D.'s  attaining,  the  age  of  twenty-one.  The  will  then 
proceeded — "  but,  in  case  neither  of  my  sons  aforesaid  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  B., 
then  1  do  give,  devise,  direct,  and  appoint  the  said  copyhold  messuage,  dLc.,  unto  E.  (the 
father  of  B.),  his  heirs  and  assigns,"  in  trust  for  sale. 

After  the  date  of  the  will,  four  other  children  were  bom  of  the  marriage.  A.  died,  living  B. 
C.  and  D.  died  before  B. : — 

Held  (in  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  the  Common  Pleas),  that  the  appointment  in  favour  of 
C.  was  not  rendered  void  by  the  subsequent  limitation  to  E.,  notwithstanding  that  the  limi- 
tation to  E.  was  to  a  person  incapable  of  taking — [Vide  post,  730,  n.] 

Ejectment.  The  declaration  contained  two  demises  from  Benjamin 
Goodyear  Blomfield — the  one  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1825,  the  other  on 
•7141  ^^^  ^^^  *^^  September,  1841.  The  defendant  defended,  as  land- 
J  lord,  for  six-sevenths  of  the  property. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes  for 
the  county  of  Essex,  in  1845,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  a  special 
case,  which  was  argued  in  Trinity  term,  1846,  and,  in  Michaelmas  term, 
in  the  same  year,  judgment  was  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  (fl) 

The  case  was  afterwards  turned  into  a  special  verdict,  which  stated— 

(a)  Vide  3  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  557. 
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that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  snrrender  to  uses  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, Mary  Sida  was  seised  in  her  demesne  as  of  fee,  at  the  will  of  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  Overhall  and  Netherhall,  in  the  coanty  of  Essex, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  of  the  tenements,  with  the 
appurtenances,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  then  and  still 
being  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  manor,  and  a  customary  tenement 
thereof,  demised  and  demisable  by  copy  of  the  court-rolls  of  the  said 
manor,  by  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  or  by  his  steward  of  the  court  of 
the  said  manor,  for  the  time  being,  to  any  person  or  persons  willing  to 
take  the  same,  in  fee  simple,  or  otherwise,  to  hold  of  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor,  at  the  will  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor : 

That,   by  the  immemorial  custom   of  the  said  manor,  *the  p^^^^. 
youngest  son  of  any  person  dying  seised  of  any  descendable  '- 
estates  in  any  of  the  copyhold  tenements  thereof,  is  the  customary  heir 
of  his  fatkeTy  and  succeeds,  as  such  heir,  to  the  tenements  of  which  his 
father  died  seised : 

That  the  said  Mary  Sida,  being  so  seised  and  in  possession  of  the  said 
customary  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  on  the  2d  of  August, 
1764,  by  the  rod,  duly  surrendered  out  of  her  hands  into  the  hands  of 
the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  by  the  hands  and  acceptance  of  William 
Chaplin,  gentleman,  in  the  place  of  the  lord's  bailiff,  and  in  the  presence 
of  Daniel  Sida  and  John  Blomfield  the  elder,  two  copyhold  or  customary 
tenants  in  the  manor  aforesaid — they  witnessing  the  same  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  said  manor — the  said  tenements,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, to  the  intent  that  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  should  thereupon 
regrant  all  and  every  the  said  surrendered  messuages,  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  with  their  appurtenances,  to  and  for  the  several  uses 
and  purposes  thereinafter  mentioned  and  expressed  of  and  concerning 
the  same,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  Mary  Sida, 
her  heirs  and  assigns,  until  a  marriage  intended  should  be  had  and  * 
solemnized  between  her  the  said  Mary  Sida  and  John  Blomfield,  the 
younger ;  and,  from  and  after  the  solemnization  of  the  said  intended 
marriage  between  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  younger  and  Mary  Sida, 
then  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Blomfield  for  and  during  his  lifetime ; 
and,  from  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Mary  Sida,  his 
intended  wife,  and  her  assigns,  for  and  during  her  lifetime ;  and,  from 
and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  9uch  child  or  children  of  the  body  of 
the  mid  Mart/y  by  the  body  of  the  said  John  Blomfield^  her  said  intended 
husband,  to  be  begotten,  and  for  such  estate  or  estates,  or  other  interest, 
and  in  stuih  parts,  shares,  and  proportion,  manner,  and  form,  and 
^charged  and  chargeable  with  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  for  any  -^^  ^ 
other  of  their  children,  as  she  the  said  Mary,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  '-  ^ 
writing  or  writings^  to  be  by  her  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of,  and 
attested  by^  two  or  mare  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in 

2P 
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writing,  to  be  hy  her  signed,  sealed,  and  ptiblished  as  sueh^  in  the  presence , 
of,  and  attested  by,  three  or  more  witnesses,  should  or  might  limit,  declare, 
devise,  direct,  or  appoint ;  and  for  want  of  such  limitation,  declaration, 
devise,  direction,  or  appointment,  and  until  such  limitation  or  direction, 
devise,  direction,  or  appointment  should  be  made  and  executed,  and  the 
estate  or  estates,  or  other  interest,  to  be  raised  and  created  thereby,  as 
aforesaid,  should  respectively  commence  and  take  effect,  to  the  use  of  all 
and  every  the  children,  or  of  the  child,  if  but  one,  of  the  body  of  the  said 
Mary  by  the  body  of  the  said  John  Bromfield,  her  said  intended  Ym- 
band,  to  be  begotten,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one 
such  child,  and  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants, 
and  of  the  heirs  of  the  several  and  respective  bodies  of  such  children 
lawfully  issuing ;  and,  if  there  should  be  but  one  such  child,  to  the  use 
of  such  only  child,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  issuing; 
and,  for  want  and  in  default  or  failure  of  such  children,  or  of  one  sach 
child  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  by  the  body  of  the  said  JohnBlom- 
field,  her  said  intended  husband,  so  to  be  begotten,  then,  and  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  him  the  said  John  Blomfield,  to  the  use  and  behoof 
of  the  said  Mary,  his  said  intended  wife,  and  of  her  heirs  and  assigns, 
for  ever,  and  to  and  for  none  other  use,  intent,  or  pturpose  whatsoever : 

That,  on  the  9th  of  August,  1764,  the  said  Mary  Sida  intermarried 
with  the  said  John  Blomfield ;  and  that  the  said  John  Blomfield,  and 
Mary,  his  wife,  continued  from  thence  during  their  respective  lifetimes, 
and  the  said  John  Blomfield  continued  until  his  death,  in  possession  of  the 
said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances : 

*7171  *That  on  the  30th  of  May,  1765,  the  said  surrender  to  uses 
was  duly  presented  by  the  homage  at  a  court  of  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor,  according  to  the  custom  thereof;  and  that,  on  the  11th  of 
November,  1765,  John  Blomfield,  the  eldest  child  of  the  said  marriage 
begotten  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  by  the  body  of  the  said  John 
Blomfield,  her  husband,  and  being  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, was  born : 

That,  on  the  14th  of  November,  1766,  William  Blomfield,  the  second 
child  of  the  said  marriage  begotten  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  by 
the  body  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  her  husband — ^and  being  the  Wil- 
liam Blomfield  mentioned  in  the  will  thereinafter  mentioned, — ^wasbom: 

That  on  the  5th  of  January,  1767, — there  being  then  no  other  children 
of  the  said  marriage  save  as  aforesaid, — the  said  Mary  Sida,  then  Mary 
Blomfield,  made  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  which  was  signed, 
sealed,  and  published  by  her,  as  such  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence 
of,  and  attested  by,  three  credible  witnesses, — ^which  will  was  and  is  as 
follows  : 

"  I,  Mary  Blomfield,  wife  of  John  Blomfield,  the  younger,  of  Dedham, 
in  the  county  of  Essex,  gentleman,  according  to,  and  in  pursuance  of, 
the  power  reserved  to  me,  the  said  Mary,  in  and  by  a  certain  surrender, 
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of  the  manor  of  Overhall  and  Netherhall,  in  Dedham,  dated  the  2d  of 
August,  1764,  made  and  passed  by  me,  the  said  Mary,  by  the  name 
of  Mary  Sida,  spinster,  upon  my  then  intended  marriage  with  the  said 
John  Blomfield,  of  all  that  messuage  or  tenement  called  South-Field 
House,  and  twelve  acres  of  land  and  pasture,  more  or  less,  thereunto 
belonging,  with  the  appurtenances,  in  Dedham  aforesaid,  and  held  of  the 
said  manor  by  copy  of  court  roll ;  and  also  of  all  other  the  lands  and 
tenements  of  me,  the  said  Mary,  then  held  by  copy  of  court  roll  of  the 
same  manor,  with  the  appurtenances :  Now,  •as  concerning  the  ^^^^  ^ 
said  copyhold  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  accordingly,  I,  L 
the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  do  hereby  make,  publish,  and  declare  this  my 
last  will  and  testament  in  the  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  I  give, 
devise,  direct,  and  appoint  all  and  singular  the  aforesaid  copyhold  mes- 
suage, lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  hereditaments,  and  premises, 
with  their  appurtenances,  unto  my  son,  John  Blomfield,  and  to  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  ever,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  husband,  John 
Blomfield,  as  aforesaid :  but,  nevertheless,  upon  this  condition,  that  the 
said  John  Blomfield  shall  pay  to  my  other  son,  William  Blomfield,  the 
Bum  of  200/.  within  one  year  and  a  day  after  the  decease  of  my  hus- 
band, John  Blomfield,  aforesaid,  in  case  that  my  son,  William  Blomfield, 
be  then  living,  and  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  but,  if  he  should  then  be 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  then  my  will  is,  that  the  above  sum 
of  2007.  shall  be  paid  him  by  my  son  John  as  soon  as  he  comes  to  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years :  But,  in  case  it  shall  happen  that  neither  of 
my  sons  aforesaid  shall  be  living  at  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Blom- 
field, my  husband,  then,  and  in  that  case  happening,  I  do  by  this  my 
will  give,  devise,  direct,  and  appoint  all  and  every  the  aforesaid  copy- 
hold messuage,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  my  father-in-law,  John  Blom- 
field, the  elder,  of  Dedham,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  farmer,  his  heirs 
and  assigns, — in  trust,  nevertheless,  and  to  the  intent  and  purpose  that 
the  said  John  Blomfield,  the  elder,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  soon  as  may 
be  after  the  decease  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,.  my  husband,  shall 
absolutely  sell  and  dispose  of  all  and  singular  the  aforesaid  copy- 
hold messuage,  lands,  tenements,  meadows,  pastures,  hereditaments,  and 
premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  and  surrender,  or  cause  the  same 
to  be  surrendered,  unto  any  person  or  persons,  and  their  heirs,  *for  ^^^  ^ 
ever,  who  shall  be  willing  to  purchase  the  same  premises,  *• 
with  their  appurtenances,  at  and  for  a  valuable  price  or  considera- 
tion or  purchase-money  for  the  same  premises:  And  I  will,  order, 
give,  direct,  and  appoint  such  purchase-money  so  to  be  made  and  arise 
upon  the  absolute  sale  of  the  premises  as  aforesaid,  to  be  applied  and 
paid  unto  the  several  persons,  and  in  the  manner,  next  hereinafter  men* 
tioned,  that  is  to  say,  to  my  aunt  Mrs.  Francis  Holman,  the  sum  of  50?., 
part  of  the  purchase-money;  to  hiy  uncle,  Mr.  William  Chaplin,  the 
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sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof;  to  my  cousin,  Riehard  ChapUn,  son  of 
the  said  William  Chaplin,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof;  to  my 
cousin,  Chaplin  Ilolroan,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof;  to  my 
mother-in-law,  Mrs.  Jane  Blomfield,  the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof; 
to  Mrs.  Mary  Blomfield,  Mrs.  Sarah  Blomfield,  Mrs.  Jane  Blomfield, 
Mrs.  Hannah  Blomfield,  and  Mrs.  Rebecca  Blomfield,  the  five  sisters  of 
the  said  John  Blomfield,  my  husband,  to  each  and  every  one  of  them 
the  sum  of  50/.,  more  part  thereof:  And,  as  to  the  residue  and  remain- 
der of  such  purchase-money  to  arise  and  be  made  upon  sale  of  the  said 
copyhold  premises  as  aforesaid,  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath,  direct,  and 
appoint  the  same  unto  my  said  father-in-law,  John  Blomfield,  the  elder, 
and  to  his  use  and  disposal :  And  I,  the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  do  hereby 
ratify  and  confirm  this  tol)e  my  last  will  and  testament,  as  concerning 
the  above  copyhold  premises  so  by  me  surrendered  as  above  mentioned, 
with  the  intent  that  the  lord  of  the  manor  abovesaid  shall  regrant  the 
same  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  as  directed  and  appointed  by 
this  my  said  will  and  testament :  And  I  give  and  bequeath  all  that  my 
estate  which  came  to  me  by  the  death  of  my  late  uncle,  Mr.  Daniel 
Sida,  gentleman,  to  my  beloved  husband,  John  Blomfield,  and  to  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  In  witness  of  this  being  my  last  will  and 
^^^^-  testament,  I,  the  *said  Mary  Blomfield,  have  hereunto  set  my 

^  J  hand  and  seal  this  5th  of  January,  1767. 

(Signed)  "  Mary  Blomfield.    (l.  s.) 

^'  Signed,  sealed,  published,  and  declared  by  the  said  testatrix,  Mary 
Blomfield,  as  and  for  her  last  will  and  testament,  in  the  presence  of  us, 
who  have  hereunto  subscribed  our  names  as  witnesses  to  the  same,  at  her 
request,  and  in  her  presence,  and  also  at  the  same  time  in  the  presence 
of  each  other  of  us. 

"Thomas  Bingham. 

"  Samuel  Hubbard  x  his  mark. 

"  Hannah  Howard  x  her  mark."  9 

That  the  surrender  in  the  said  will  mentioned,  of  the  2d  of  August, 
1764,  and  the  property  therein  also  first-mentioned,  were  and  are  the 
surrender  to  uses  thereinbefore  mentioned,  and  the  premises  in  the 
declaration  mentioned ;  and  that  the  estate  in  the  said  will  mentioned 
as  having  come  to  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  by  the  death  of  her  said 
uncle  Mr.  Daniel  Sida,  was  another  and  different  property ;  and  that 
the  several  persons  mentioned  in  the  said  will  of  the  said  Mary  Blom- 
field were  respectively  of  the  degree  of  relationship  and  connexion  to 
and  with  her  in  the  said  will  mentioned,  and  not  otherwise : 

That  on  the  16th  of  March,  1767,  the  said  John  Blomfield,  and  Mary, 
his  wife,  were,  at  a  court  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  according  to 
the  custom  thereof,  duly  admitted  to  the  said  customary  tenements,  with 
the  appurtenances,  pursuant  to  the  said  surrender  to  uses  of  the  2d  of 
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August,  1764)  to  hold  the  same  to  the  uses  and  in  the  manner  mentioned 
in  the  aaid  aurrender : 

That,  on  the  6th  of  July,  1767,  the  said  William  Blomfield,  the  said 
Becond  son  of  the  said  marriage,  died : 

*That  there  were  afterwards  five  other  children  of  the  said  r«)TOi 
marriage  begotten  of  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  by  the  ^ 
body  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  her  said  husband,  viz.  William  (the 
second  of  that  name),  Mary,  Samuel,  Henry,  and  Sarah, — some  of  whom 
are  still  living : 

That,  on  the  19th  of  June,  1782,  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  died,  with- 
out revoking  or  altering  her  said  will : 

That  on  the  27th  of  December,  1782,  administration  with  the  said 
will  annexed,  was  duly  granted  to  the  said  John  Blomfield,  the  husband 
of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  forth  of  the  proper  ecclesiastical  court  in  that 
behalf,  that  is  to  say,  by  the  Bishop  of  London : 

That,  on  the  8d  of  February,  1801,  the  said  John  Blomfield  the 
younger,  the  said  eldest  son  of  the  said  John  and  Mary,  was,  at  a  court 
of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  by  an  admittance  taken  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor,  admitted  to  the  reversion  or  remainder  in  fee 
immediately  expectant  on  the  death  of  the  said  John  Blomfield,  his  father, 
in  and  to  the  aforesaid  premises, — ^to  hold  to  him  the  said  John  Blom- 
field the  son,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  immediately  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Jolin  Blomfield  the  father,  pursuant  to  the  said 
surrender  and  will  of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  his  mother,  deceased : 

That,  on  the  26th  of  June,  1814,  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  younger 
intermarried  with  Elizabeth  Goodyear,  the  mother  of  the  present  lessor 
of  the  plaintifi";  and  that,  on  the  18th  of  July,  1820,  the  within-named 
Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  bom,  and 
was  the  youngest  son  of  the  said  John  Blomfield  the  younger: 

That,  on  the  20th  of  July,  1820,  the  said  John  Blomfield  the 
younger,  the  son  of  the  said  Mary,  the  testatrix  aforesaid,  and  the 
father  of  the  said  lessor  of  '''the  plaintiff,  died  intestate,  in  the  life-  r*«722 
time  of  his  said  father  John,  the  said  husbatid  of  the  said  Mary, 
leaving  the  said  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  Benjamin  Goodyear  Blomfield,  his 
youngest  son  and  customary  heir  by  the  immemorial  custom  of  the  said 
manor,  him  surviving ;  and  that,  on  the  6th  of  September,  1820,  the 
said  John  Blomfield,  the  said  husband  of  the  said  Mary,  and  grandfather 
and  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  died,  having  been  until  his  death,  in  possession 
of  the  said  premises : 

That,  after  the  death  of  John  Blomfield,  the  husband  of  the  said 
Mary,  and  on  the  21st  of  February,  1821,  at  a  court-baron  (mc)  then 
held  for  the  said  manor,  the  homage  presented  the  said  surrender  of  the 
2d  of  August,  1764,  and  the  marriage  of  the  said  Mary  Sida  and  John 
Blomfield ;  and  that  there  was  issue  of  the  said  marriage,  six  children, 
t}  wit,  the  said  John,  William,  Mary,  Samuel,  Henry,  and  Sarah;  and 
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that  the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  formerly  Mary  Sida,  died  in  the  lifetime 
of  her  husband,  without  having  made  any  appointment  or  disposition,  by 
deed  or  will,  of  the  said  premises,  leaying  six  children  her  surviving;  and 
that  John  and  Henry,  two  of  which  children  had  died  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  said  John  Blomfield,  their  father : 

That,  on  the  1st  of  November  then  last,  at  a  court  then  held,  the  death 
of  John  Blomfield  the  father  had  been  presented,  and  the  first  proclama- 
tion made ;  and,  at  another  court  held  on  the  1st  of  December  then  last, 
the  second  proclamation  had  been  made : 

That,  at  this  court  (the  21st  of  February,  1821),  Benjamin  Blomfield 
(^being  the  said  Benjamin  Qoodyear  Blomfield),  an  infant  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  to  wit,  of  the  age  of  six  months,  or  thereabouts,  the 
youngest  son  and  customary  heir-at-law,  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  manor,  of  John  Blomfield  the  son,  deceased,  by  William  Bouse, 
gentleman,  his  attorney,  was  admitted  to  one-sixth  part  or  share  of  and 
*72K]  *^^  ^^^  premises,  pursuant  to  the  said  surrender  (of  the  2d  of 
-'  August,  1764),  and  as  his  right  and  inheritance,  to  hold  the  said 
one-sixth  part  or  share  of  and  in  the  premises  unto  Benjamin  Blomfield, 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  pursuant  to  the  said  surrender :  [The  special 
verdict  then  stated  the  admittance  at  the  same  court  of  WQliam  Blom- 
field,—-of  Mary,  the  wife  of  Henry  Fitch,  of  Weathersfield,  Essex,  late 
Mary  Blomfield, — of  Samuel  Blomfield, — of  Sarah,  the  wife  of  W.  C. 
Bouse,  late  Sarah  Blomfield,  sons  and  daughters  respectively  of  John 
and  Mary  Blomfield, — and  of  Mary  Blomfield,  only  child  and  heiress-at- 
law  of  Henry  Blomfield,  son  of  John  and  Mary  Blomfield, — each 
respectively  to  one-sixth  part  or  share  of  the  premises] : 

That,  between  the  months  of  February,  1821,  and  March,  1823, 
Mary  Blomfield,  the  only  child  and  heiress-at-law  of  Henry  Blomfield, 
the  son,  married  one  Eidd,  and  afterwards,  and  before  March  1823, 
died  without  leaving  issue : 

That,  at  a  court  holden  for  the  said  manor  on  the  18th  of  March, 
1823,  the  homage  presented  the  admission,  as  above,  of  Mary  Kidd, 
late  Mary  Blomfield,  spinster,  the  daughter  of  Henry  Blomfield, — and 
her  death;  and  that  thereupon,  Samuel  Blomfield,  youngest  son  and 
heir-at-law  of  John  and  Mary  Blomfield,  formerly  Mary  Sida, — ^the 
said  Mary  Kidd  having  died  without  issue, — was  admitted  to  one-sixth 
part  or  share  in  the  said  premises,  to  hold  to  him,  Samuel  Blomfield,  his 
heirs  and  assigns : 

That,  in  the  year  1824,  the  present  defendant  purchased  the  interest 
of  all  the  parties  so  admitted  as  aforesaid  in  the  premises,  except  the 
interest  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiiT,  Benjamin  Gt>odyear  Blomfield : 

That,  on  the  14th  of  December,  1824,  a  deed  of  covenant  was 

executed,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  made 

*7241  ^^^^^^^  ^^®  last-mentioned  "^^ William  Blomfield,  late  of  Dedham, 

-I   but  then  of  Grinstead,  within  the  liberties  of  Colchester,  Heniy 
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Fhcli,  of  Weathersfield,  and  Marj,  hk  wife,  Samuel  Blomfield,  of 
Qrinstead,  and  W.  C.  Rouse,  of  Ipswich,  and  Sarah,  his  wife,  of  the  one 
part ;  and  the  defendant,  Charles  Eyre,  of  Dedham,  of  the  other  part; 
whereby,^-after,  amongst  other  things,  reciting  that  the  said  intended 
testamentary  appointment  of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  was  inoperative 
and  ineffectual,  inasmuch  as  it  was  such  a  power  coupled  with  an  interest 
as  a  married  woman  could  not  by  law  exercise,  unless  there  were  in  the 
power  a  dispensation  of  coverture,  for,  all  her  children  had  vested 
estates-tail  in  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  subject  to  be  defeated 
by  a  valid  exercise  of  the  said  power,  and,  if  her  appointment  of  the  fee 
to  her  son  John  had  been  effectual,  it  must  have  been  carved  out  of  her 
remainder  in  fee,  of  which  she  was  seised  as  of  her  old  estate,  and  she 
would  thereby  have  affected  her  inheritance  at  a  time  when  by  law  she 
was  incapable  of  doing  it  by  such  means ;  and  that  moreover  there  was 
another  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  said  intended  appointment,  for, 
the  estate  was  appointed  to  John,  in  fee,  subject  to  an  executory  devise 
to  and  in  favour  of  persons  not  the  objects  of  the  power,  in  case  neither 
John  or  William  should  be  living  at  the  decease  of  their  father,  and 
neither  of  them  was  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  their  father ;  and 
that  the  appointment  to  John  Blomfield,  the  elder,  in  fee,  in  trust  for 
the  legatees,  could  not  take  effect,  because  they  were  not  objects  of  the 
power,  and  the  estate  intended  to  be  appointed  to  John,  the  son,  or  the 
estate  intended  to  be  appointed  to  John,  his  grandfather,  never  com- 
menced or  took  effect,  and  the  children  of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  by 
her  said  husband,  took  the  said  hereditaments  as  tenants  in  common  in 
fee-tail,  in  such  and  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been  no  attempt 
*to  exercise  the  same  power  of  appointment ;  and  further  reciting  p^»-Qr 
that  the  said  Charles  Eyre,  the  defendant,  had  contracted  and  ^ 
agreed  with  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part,  for  th^ 
absolute  purchase  of  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  of  six  one-seventh 
parts  or  shares  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments,  and  all  other  the  parts, 
shares,  estates,  and  interests  of  the  several  persons  parties  thereto  of 
the  first  part,  of  and  in  the  said  hereditaments,  free  from  all  incum- 
brances, except  the  quit-rent  of  11«.  6d,  per  annumy  and  the  land-tax 
charged  thereon,  for  the  sum  of  8572.  28.  10}<2.,  to  be  paid  as  therein 
mentioned, — the  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part  respectively  covenanted, 
each  of  them  for  himself  only,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
and  for  the  respective  wives  only  of  such  of  them  as  were  married,  his 
and  her  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  that  they  the  said  William 
Blomfield  (party  thereto),  Samuel  Blomfield  (party  thereto),  Henry 
Fitch  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  W.  C.  Rouse  and  Sarah  his  wife,  or  their 
respective  heirs,  would  severally,  within  ten  days  then  next,  at  the  costs 
of  each  of  them  respectively,  suffer  a  good  and  effectual  common  custom- 
ary recovery  or  recoveries  of  the  said  hereditaments  with  the  appur- 
tenances, and  would,  immediately  after  such  recovery  should  be  sufferea 
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and  perfected,  proeare  themselveiB  to  be  admitted  tenants  in  fee  to  all  the 
said  copyhold  hereditaments ;  and,  after  such  recoYery  should  be  suffered, 
would,  at  the  request  and  costs  of  the  said  Charles  Eyre,  his  heirs  uid 
assigns,  at  or  before  the  next  court  for  the  manor  of  Overhall  and 
Netherhall,  in  Dedham  aforesaid,  surrender  into  the  hands  of  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor,  or  otherwise  effectually  convey  and  assure,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  to  the  use  of  the  said  Charles  Evre, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  six  seventh  parts  or  shares,  and  all  the  estate  ^nd 
interest  of  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first  part,  of  and  in  the  said 
*79^1  *^^P7^^1^  hereditaments ;  and  the  said  indenture  also  contained 
J  covenants  by  the  said  vendors,  for  title,  and  quiet  enjoyment 
against  and  notwithstanding  any  act,  wilful  omission  of  the  vendors,  or 
of  the  said  Mary  Blomfield,  deceased,  or  any  persons  claiming  through 
or  under  them  or  her. 

That  afterwards,  on  the  14th  of  December,  1824,  a  surrender  was 
made,  and  recovery  suffered,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  deed  of  covenant; 
and  that  Mr.  Eyre,  the  defendant,  was  thereupon  admitted  to  the  said 
premises,  except  the  share  of  the  said  Benjamin  Gt>odyear  Blomfield, 
accordingly,  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor,  and  entered  into  possession  thereof,  and  con* 
tinned  in  the  possession  or  enjoyment  of  the  same  until  the  present  eject- 
ment was  brought,  in  the  beginning  of  the  year  1845 : 

That  there  was  a  custom  in  the  manor  to  appoint  guardians :  that  W. 
C.  Rouse  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that, 
in  1825,  a  lease  was  also  granted  by  W.  C.  Bouse, — ^who  purported  to 
act  as  the  guardian  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, — ^to  the  defendant,  of 
the  one  seventh  share  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises,  which 
l^ase  had  expired  before  the  ejectment  was  brought. 

[The  special  verdict  then  stated  lease  by  Benjamin  Ooodyear  Blom- 
field, the  entry  of  the  nominal  plaintiff,  and  his  ouster  by  the  defendant] 

And  the  jurors,  &c.,  say  that  the  defendant  was  not  and  is  not  guilty 
of  the  said  trespasses  and  ejectments  within  specified,  as  to  one  seventh 
undivided  part  of  the  several  hereditaments  within  specified:  But, 
whether  or  not,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid  by  the  jurors  aforesaid 
in  form  aforesaid  found,  the  defendant  be  guilty  of  the  trespasses  and 
ejectments  within  specified,  as  to  the  said  remaining  six  seventh  undi- 
vided parts  of  the  said  hereditaments,  the  jurors  aforesaid  are  wholly 
•7971  ^ignorant,  &c. :  And  if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  it  shall 
-I  seem  to  the  court  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  the  trespasses 
and  ejectments  as  last  aforesaid,  then  the  jurors,  &c.,  say  that  the  de- 
fendant 18  guilty  thereof,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  has  within 
complained  against  him ;  and,  in  that  case,  they  assess  the  damages  ot 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  thereof,  over  and  above  his  costs  and  charges  by 
him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended,  to  1«.,  and  for  those  costs 
and  charges  to  40s. :  But,  if,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  it  shall 
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seem  to  the  court  that  the  defendant  is  not  gnfltj  of  the  said  trespasses 
and  ejectments  as  to  the  said  six  seventh  undivided  parts  of  the  said 
hereditaments,  then  the  jurors,  &c.,  saj  that  the  defendant  is  not  guilty 
thereof  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  has  within  complained  against 
him :  And  because,  &;c. 

Judgment  having  been  entered  for  the  defendant  upon  this  special 
verdict  in  the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  a  writ  of  error  was  brought  on 
behalf  of  the  nominal  plaintiff,  and  the  common  eirors  were  assigned. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  the  17th  of  June, 
1847,  before  Parks,  B.,  Aldbrson,  B.,  Coleridqe,  J.,  Platt,  B., 
Erlk,  J.,  RoLFB,  B.,  and  Wiohtmak,  J. 

John  Hodgson  (with  whom  was  WUles)  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.(a)  Of 
the  four  points  argued  in  the  court  *below,  two  only  are  noticed  p^^^o 
in  the  judgment.  That  court  held,  that  the  appointment  by  ^ 
Mary  Sida  was  not  void  by  reason  of  its  having  been  made  by  her  during 
coverture,  notwithstanding  the  original  surrender  contained  no  express 
dispensation  with  the  disability  arising  from  coverture, — cresting  entirely 
vfon  the  passage  cited  from  Sugden  on  Powers,  (b)  and  the  authorities 
referred  to  by  that  learned  author.  As  to  that  point,  the  decision  of 
the  court  below  cannot  be  impeached.  This  case,  however,  does  not 
fall  within  the  doctrine  at  all.  The  power  here  is,  to  appoint  to  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage.  If  Mary  Sida  was  not  to  appoint  during  cover- 
ture, her  power  would  be  reduced  almost  to  nothing.  From  the  whole 
structure  of  the  instrument,  it  is  matter  of  absolute  intendment  that  the 
power  should  be  exercised  notwithstanding  coverture. 

Upon  the  other  point,  the  decision  of  the  court  below  was  erroneous. 
They  held  the  appointment  not  to  have  been  well  executed,  by  reason 
of  the  subsequent  limitation  to  John  Blomfield,  the  grandfather ;  for, 
that  the  estate  or  interest  given  to  John  Blomfield,  the  son,  by  the 
former  part  of  the  will,  was  not  less  subject  to  be  defeated  in  conse- 
quence of  the  gift  over  being  to  a  person  incapable  of  taking,  than  if  it 
had  been  to  a  person  who  was  properly  an  object  of  the  power.  In 
construing  wills,  the  courts  always  favour  the  vesting  of  estates.  The 
general  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Jarman  on  Wills  :(<r)  ^^The  law  is  said  to 
favour  the  vesting  oi  estates ;  the  effect  of  which  principle  seems  to  be, 

(1)  The  points  marked  for  argament  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  were, — 

*'  I.  That  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  ia  erroneous,  in  this,  that  the  toid 
appointment  over  to  persons  not  objects  of  the  power,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  conditional  limita- 
tion ;  and  that,  as  it  never  could  take  effect,  by  reason  of  the  incompetency  of  the  appointees, 
it  could  not  operate  to  displace  the  previous  estate  vested  by  a  valid  appointment  in  the  father 
of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff: 

"  2.  That  the  appointment  is  bad  only  fiir  the  excess : 

**  3.  That  no  dispensation  with  coverture  was  requisite  in  the  surrender  to  uses  of  Mary  Sida*s 
aettlement : 

'*  4.  Thut,  if  necessary,  there  is  an  implied  dispensation  t 

*'  5.  That  the  surrender  to  the  uses  of  Mary  Side's  settlement,  was  a  sufficient  surrender  to 
the  uses  of  her  will,  if  such  surrender  was  necessary/* 

(b)  7th  edit.  Vol.  I.  p.  181.  (e)  VoL  I.  p.  726. 
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that  property  i^hich  is  the  eubjeiH;  of  any  disposition,  whether  testa- 
*7291  '^^'^^^^y  ^^  otherwise,  will  belong  to  the  object  *of  gift,  immedi- 

-^  ately  on  the  instrument  taking  effect,  or  so  soon  afterwards  as 
such  object  comes  into  existence,  or  the  terms  thereof  will  permit.  As, 
therefore,  a  will  takes  effect  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  follows  that 
any  devise  or  bequest  in  favour  of  a  person  in  esse  simply  (t.  e.  without 
any  intimation  of  a  desire  to  suspend  or  postpone  its  operation), 
confers  an  immediately  vested  interest.  If  words  of  futurity  are  intro- 
duced into  the  gift,  the  question  arises,  whether  the  expressions  are 
inserted  for  the  purpose  of  protracting  the  vesting,  or  point  merely  to 
the  deferred  possession  or  enjoyment."  ^^  On  the  same  principle,(a) 
where  a  person  who  is  entitled  to  a  reversion,  or  remainder,  in  fee, 
expectant  on  an  estate-tail  in  himself,  or  in  any  other  person,  by  his  will 
devises  the  property  in  question,  in  the  event  of  the  person  who  is  tenant 
in  tail  dying  without  issue,  this  is  construed  as  an  immediate  disposition 
of  the  testator's  reversion  or  remainder."  The  principle  was  carried  to 
a  very  great  extent  in  Wriffhtson  v.  M^aeaukt/j  14  M.  &  W.  214.  There, 
the  testator  devised  real  estates  to  his  son  and  heir-at-law,  Reginald 
Heber,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  remainder 
to  his  daughters  in  fee  ;  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  his  nephew, 
Reginald  Hebcr,  for  life,  remainder  to  Richard  Heber,  son  of  his  said 
nephew,  for  life,  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  and,  in 
default  of  Richard's  being  alive  at  his  father's  death,  or  in  case  of  his 
being  alive  and  taking  an  estate  under  the  will,  and  dying  without  issue 
male,  then  to  the  use  of  the  male  heir  who  should  be  in  possession  of 
the  ancient  estate  at  Marton  belonging  to  the  Heber  family,  for  life, 
and  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail ;  and,  for  default  of  a  male  heir  being 
in  possession  of  the  ancient  estate  at  Marton,  or  in  default  of  issue  male 
*7301  ^^  ^^^^  *male  heir,  then  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  own  right  heirs, 

''  being  of  the  name  of  Heber,  in  fee.  Reginald,  the  son,  enjoyed 
the  estate  for  life,  and  died  without  issue ;  then  Reginald,  the  nephew, 
and  Richard,  successively,  enjoyed  it  for  life,  and  the  latter  died  without 
issue ;  and  at  his  death  there  was  no  heir  of  the  testator  existing  of  the 
name  of  Heber.  The  court  of  Exchequer  held  that  the  ultimate  limita- 
tion in  fee  vested,  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  in  his  son  and  heir-at-law, 
Reginald  Heber.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  there  said:  "There  is  no  doubt  as 
to  the  rule  of  construction  which  is  applicable  to  this  case :  and  we  are 
all  of  opinion  that  this  estate  vested,  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  in  bis 
son  Reginald  Heber,  and  not  at  the  death  of  Richard  Heber,  the  third 
devisee  for  life.  The  rule  of  construction  being  as  is  laid  down  by  Lord 
Coke,(6)  we  shall  not  break  in  upon  it  further  than  has  been  aheady 
done."  And  Parkb,  B.,  said:  "I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  that  the 
first  question  submitted  to  us  ought  to  be  answered  in  the  affirmatiye,  m 
accordance  with  the  rule  of  law  (which  is  a  wise  and  beneficial  rule), 
(a)  Page  727.  (6)  Co.  Litt  27  a. 
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that  we  should  construe  estates  to  vest  at  the  earliest  possible  period : 
and  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  a  clear  intention  to  control  that 
rule  of  law.*'  It  is,  therefore,  submitted,  that,  under  this  appointment, 
John  Blomfield,  the  son,  took  an  estate  in  fee,  immediately  upon  the 
death  of  his  father.  The  circumstance  of  the  property  being  copyhold, 
makes  no  difference ;  copyholds  being  subject  to  the  same  rules  in  this 
respect  as  freeholds:  Driver  v.  ThompsoUj  4  Taunt.  294;  Boddingttm 
Y.  Ahemethy,  5  B.  &  C.  576,  8  D.  &  R.  626;  The  King  v.  Tlie 
Lord  of  the  Manor  of  OundU,  1  Ad.  &  E.  283, 1  N.  &  M.  686,  3  N. 
k  M.  484.  Powers  are  general  and  special.  This  is  a  special  power, 
*being  limited  as  to  its  objects.  No  other  than  a  child  of  the  r«,.n-| 
marriage  could  be  an  object  of  it.  The  testatrix  has,  in  a  very  ^ 
special  manner,  executed  it.  She  clearly  contemplated  giving  a  vested 
remainder  in  fee  to  her  son  John,  expectant  upon  his  father's  estate  for 
life.  And  this  she  follows  out  by  an  appointment,  in  the  event  of  both 
the  sons*  dying  in  the  lifetime  of  their  father,  to  the  grandfather.  The 
first  devise  is  charged  with  a  payment  of  200Z.  to  the  second  son.  It 
is  imnecessary,  however,  to  resort  to  that  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  the  son  John  took  a  fee,  there  being  here  words  of  inheritance. 
The  2007.  is  to  be  paid  to  William  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the 
decease  of  John  Blomfield,  the  father,  ^^  in  case  William  shall  be  then 
living  and  twenty-one  years.''  The  question  is,  whether  the  contingency 
expressed  as  to  the  second  son,  was  also  intended  as  to  the  first.  The 
court,  it  is  apprehended,  can  have  but  little  di£Sculty  in  holding  that 
John  took  a  vested  estate.  Although  all  the  rest  of  the  appointment 
should  be  void,  it  can  have  no  efiect  in  defeating  the  interest  of  John. 
In  Sugden  on  Powers,  Vol.  II.  p.  62,  it  is  said  that,  ^^  where  a  partial 
interest  is  given  to  an  object  of  the  power,  with  remainders  to  persons  not 
objects  of  it,  and  the  doctrine  of  ctf  pres  cannot  be  applied,  yet  the  whole 
appointment  will  not  be  void,  but  merely  that  part  which  is  not  autho- 
rised by  the  power.  This  rule  is  observed  as  well  at  law  as  in  equity. 
The  point,  as  we  have  incidentally  seen,  was  expressly  decided  at  law, 
in  Adams  v.  AdamSj  Gowp.  051,  which  was  a  case  sent  from  the  court 
of  Chancery,  where,  under  a  power  to  appoint  to  children,  the  estate 
had  been  given  to  the  two  daughters  for  life,  in  moieties,  remainder  to 
their  children  in  strict  settlement.  The  court  of  B.  R.  certified  that, 
though  they  were  of  opinion  that  the  donee  *had  exceeded  her  p^^qn 
power,  which  was  confined  to  cliild  or  children,  by  limiting  estates  ^ 
to  her  grandchildren,  yet  they  thought  that  the  same  ought  to  prevail  so 
far  as  her  power  extended,  and  that  the  limitation  to  her  daughters  for 
life  was  good ;  but  that  the  disposition  of  the  inheritance  to  their  child 
or  children,  was  void."  And  in  a  subsequent  page,(a)  the  learned 
author  proceeds :  ^*  But,  in  a  case  where  the  fund  was  given  to  a  son 

Ca)  Page  71. 
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who  was  an  object  of  the  power,  and  was  alive  at  the  time  it  was  created, 
for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  his  wife  and  children,  who  were  not 
objects ;  but,  in  ca$e  he  shotM  die  urithout  leaving  a  mfe  or  ehUd  him 
mirviving,  then  to  his  sister,  who  was  an  object  of  the  power ;  the  trusts 
for  the  wife  and  children  were  determined  by  Lord  Alvanlby,  to  be  bad ; 
but  he  at  the  same  time  held  that,  if  the  son  should  die  without  leaving 
a  wife  or  child  surviving,  the  gift  over  to  the  daughter  would  be  good. 
And  he  distinguished  this  case  from  the  others,  on  the  ground  that  this 
limitation  over  to  the  daughter,  was,  if  the  son  should  die  without  leaving 
a  wife  or  child  surviving.  It  fails  as  far  as  it  affects  to  give  interests  to  the 
children ;  but,  was  there,  he  asked,  any  occasion  to  make  it  fail  upon  the 
other  point,  the  gift  over  to  a  person  who  is  an  object  of  the  power? 
Why  was  he  to  exclude  the  person  taking  over,  who  had  a  right  to  take? 
There  were  two  alternatives.  IS  the  son  should  leave  no  wife  or  children 
at  his  death,  then  the  limitation  over,  being  to  a  good  object,  would  take 
effect;  if  he  should  leave  a  wife  or  children,  then  it  could  not  take  effect: 
Crompe  v.  BarroWy  4  Yes.  jun.  481."  (a)  In  the  present  case,  the  court 
below  seems  to  have  considered  the  whole  as  one  devise,  subject  to  the 
♦Y^^l  ^^^^^g^'^^y  ^^  •John,  as  well  as  William,  dying  in  the  lifetime 
-I  of  their  father.  That,  however,  is  not  the  true  effect  of  the 
devise ;  there  are  no  words  of  contingency  at  all  with  reference  to  the 
eldest  son.  [Parks,  B.  The  estate  given  to  John  is  to  cease  if  he  dies 
before  his  father ;  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  not  to  cease,  even  though 
the  other  limitation  over  cannot  take  effect.]  There  was  evidently  no 
intention  to  create  a  determinable  estate.  [Parkb,  B.  You  contend 
that  the  testatrix  only  meant  John's  estate  to  cease,  in  the  event  of  the 
other  estate,  which  she  had  no  power  to  create,  taking  effect  7]  Precisely 
80.  [Parke,  B.  The  court  below  treat  it  as  quite  clear  that  the  tes- 
tatrix intended  that  John's  estate  ehauld  cease,  upon  the  subsequent 
limitation  over  taking  effect.]  That  is  the  whole  point.  [Platt,  B. 
If  William  had  survived  his  father,  in  whom  would  the  estate  have  been, 
but  in  John,  or  in  John's  heirs  ?]  The  judgment  of  the  court  below 
proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  both  the  appointments  were  void. 
That,  however,  is  not  so.  The  devise  to  John  is  a  valid  devise,  not- 
withstanding the  subsequent  excess.  The  case  would  have  been  different, 
had  there  been  no  words  of  inheritance.  There  is  no  contingency, 
except  as  to  the  200/.,  which  is  to  be  paid  to  William  at  all  events,  if  he 
shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one.  It  is  well  settled  that,  where  a 
devise  is  capable,  according  to  the  elate  of  the  ohjeete  at  the  death  of  th 
testator,  of  taking  effect  as  a  remainder,  it  shall  not  be  construed  to  be 
an  executory  devise:  Purefoy  v.  Rogers,  2  Lev.  89,  2  Saund.  880; 
Jarman  on  Wills,  Vol.  I.  p.  778. 

(a)  And  Me  3  Bro.  C.  C.  415 ;  Bayhy  t.  Uayd,  5  Rius.  330, 342»  344 ;  Hmki  t.  L^rd  Jken 
8  Keen.  622. 
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Bovill  (with  whom  was  Tatfaurdj  Serjt.)  for  the  defendant  in  error.(a) 
It  18  not  denied  that  this  ^instrument  is  to  receive  the  same  con-  rm^oA 
stmetion  that  wonld  be  put  upon  an  ordinary  will ;  or  that  it  is  a  ^ 
settled  rnle  that  an  estate  shall  never  he  held  contingent,  if,  consistently 
with  the  apparent  intention  of  the  testator,  it  can  be  held  to  vest.  In 
order  to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  testatrix, — and  that,  to  nse  the 
words  of  Lord  Kekton  in  Wats<m  y.  Faxany  2  East,  86,  is  the  polar  star 
by  which  the  court  is  to  be  guided  in  the  construction  of  wills,  where  no 
rule  of  law  is  thereby  infringed, — ^the  whole  will  must  be  looked  at.  In 
Bum$all  Y.  Davffj  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  215,(&)  A.  devised  all  his  freehold  and 
leasehold  estates  to  B.,  and  the  issue  of  her  body  <'  as  tenants  in  common, 
but,  in  default  of  such  issue,  or,  being  such,  if  diey  should  *all  die  r^ci^qr 
under  twenty-one,  and  without  leaving  issue,"  then  over :  and  it  '' 
was  held,  that,  all  the  limitations  subsequent  to  that  to  B.  being  contin- 
gent, the  remainders  in  the  freehold  were  barred  by  fine  and  recovery, 
but  that  the  leasehold  vested  in  the  remainder-man  on  the  death  of  B. 
without  issue.  Eyrk,  C.  J.,  there  says :  '*  Technical  rules  are  not  to  be 
relied  npon  in  explaining  the  intention  of  testators:  and  yet  cases  of 
intbntion  are  much  embarrassed  by  authorities.  If  this  case  were  stripped 
of  all  authorities,  I  would  inquire  what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  it  appeared  from  the  circumstances  of  his  family,  and  the  words  of 
the  will :  and  next,  I  would  examine  the  rules  of  law,  to  see  how  far  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was  consistent  with  them.  An  anxiety  to 
effectaate  what  had  been  considered  as  the  leading  intention  of  testators, 
has  introduced  all  the  difficulty  in  this  kind  of  cases.  It  often  happens 
that  a  testator  means  to  limit  his  estate  in  a  way  which  the  law  does  not 
allow."  Similar  doctrine  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Kenton,  in  Doe  d.  Com- 
heirhaeh  v.  PerryUj  8  T.  R.  484.  "  The  grounds,"  says  his  lordship, 
"  on  which  this  case  has  been  argued  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  are 

(a)  The  points  marked  for  argument  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  were, — 

"  That  the  plaintiff  ia  not  entitled  to  recover  the  siz-Bevenths  of  the  property, — 

'*  First,  becBOse  the  appointment  by  the  said  Mary  Blomfield  by  her  will,  was  Toid,  by  reason 
•fits  attempting  to  benefit  persons  not  objects  of  the  power  created  by  the  sorrender : 

"  Secondly,  because  the  appointment  was  entire,  and  could  not  be  sepsrated  or  disconnected ; 
and  that  part  of  the  appointment  which  by  itself  might  have  been  valid,  was  not  wholly  inde- 
pendent of  and  unconnected  with  that  which  was  clearly  invalid ;  and  the  extent  and  effect  of 
that  part  which  was  within  the  power  would  be  greater  or  less,  according  as  the  remainder  wae 
valid  or  invalid ;  and  the  whole  is  dependent  and  inseparable : 

"  Thirdly,  because,  if  the  latter  part  of  the  appointment  had  been  in  favour  of  younger 
children,  and  withm  the  power,  the  appointment  to  John,  the  aon,  would  clearly  have  been 
contingent,  and  is  not  the  less  contingent,  or  subject  to  be  defeated,  in  consequence  of  the  per- 
sons actually  named,  being  incapable  of  taking  under  the  appointment : 

"  Fourthly,  because  the  intention  was,  not  to  give  the  fee  absolutely  to  John,  the  son,  but 
only  in  case  he  survived  his  iather ;  and  because  any  intereat  of  John,  the  son,  would  have  been, 
and  was,  defeated  and  divested  by  his  death  in  his  father's  lifetime,— the  brother  William  beiqg 
also  dead : 

"  Fifthly,  because  the  power  was  exercised  by  Mary  BlomfieM  in  the  lifetime  of  her  huabaod, 
and  it  contained  no  express  dispensation  of  coverture : 

"  Sixthly,  because  there  was  no  surrender  to  the  uses  of  the  will.*' 

(6)  And  see  Doe  d.  Doty  v.  Burtuda,  6  T.  R.  90. 
VOL.  V. — 68  2  Q 
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those  on  which  we  proceed  in  giving  our  judgment,  nftmelyy  what  is  the 
general  intention  of  the  devisor,  and  whether  he  has  used  words  sufficient 
in  law  to  carry  that  intent  into  execntion.  In  doing  this,  we  are  not  to 
proceed  on  conjecture,  but  on  the  words  of  the  will ;  from  the  whole  of 
which  we  are  to  endeavour  to  extract  the  fair  meaning."  [Parke,  B. 
What  estate  do  you  contend  that  John  Blomfield  the  son  took  ?]  It  is 
difficult  to  define  it  with  accuracy,  seeing  that  copyholds  are  not  within 
the  statute  of  uses.  Perhaps,  the  best  definition  would  be,  to  call  it  a 
*7361  4^^®^  conditional  limitation  in  fee.    [Platt,  B.     Or,  a  *con. 

•^  ditional  copyhold  of  inheritance.]  There  are  many  cases  to  show 
that  a  subsequent  limitation  may  have  the  efiect  of  qualifying  or  cutting 
down  a  preceding  one.  [Platt,  B.  What  estate  was  given,  in  the 
event  of  John  dying,  and  William  surviving  his  father  ?]  None.  [Pabke, 
B.  The  devise  to  John  is  only  displaced  by  the  estate  subsequently 
created ;  and,  as  the  subsequent  estate  cannot  take  effect,  what  is  there 
to  displace  John's  interest  ?]  That  depends  upon  whether  that  part  of 
the  limitation  which  is  bad  can  be  separated  from  the  good  part,  so  that 
the  latter  may  take  effect,  notwithstanding  the  former.  Sir  Edward 
Sttgden,  in  his  treatise  on  Powers,  7th  edit.  p.  78,  says :  ^^  Where  the 
limitations,  although  several  and  distinct,  midce  but  one  estate  in  law, 
the  appointment  is  wholly  void  at  law,  by  reason  of  the  excess ;  as,  if, 
under  a  power  to  appoint  for  life,  the  donee  appoint  to  the  object  of  the 
power  for  life,  and,  after  his  death,  to  the  use  of  his  (the  appointee's) 
heirs,  or  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  two  limitations  coalesce,  and  the 
appointment  is,  in  effect,  of  an  estate  in  fee,  or  an  estate  in  tail,  and 
therefore  is  at  law  void  in  toto."  For  this  he  cites  Peters  v.  Matkamy 
Fitzgibbon,  156, 157.  Again,  he  says  :(a)  ^*  Where  conditions  are  annexed 
to  the  gift  not  authorised  by  the  power,  the  gift  is  good,  and  the  con- 
dition only  is  void,  so  that  the  appointee  takes  the  fund  absolutely.  As, 
if  an  appointment  should  be  made,  and  a  condition  annexed  to  it,  that 
the  appointee  shall  release  a  debt  owing  to  him,  or  pay  money  over, 
the  appointment  would  be  absolute,  and  the  condition  only  would 
be  void,  because  the  boundaries  between  the  excess  and  proper  exeea- 
tion  are  precise  and  apparent."  All  the  cases  he  refers  to  are  cases  of 
a  life,  or  some  previous,  estate ;  the  residue  only  is  being  dealt  with. 
^^        *Such  were  the  cases  of  Adame  v.  Adams  and  BrudeneU  v. 

-1  Elwes.  The  same  doctrine  is  applied  in  Doe  d.  NichoUon  v. 
Welfordy  12  Ad.  &  E.  61.  There,  under  a  power  of  appointment  to  any 
one  or  more  of  the  appointor's  ehUdren^  an  appointment  to  E.,  his 
daughter,  with  limitation  over  to  her  daughter,  was  held  good  as  to  E., 
though  void  as  to  the  grandchild.  There,  however,  the  estates  were 
clearly  divisible.  The  cases  of  PawUt  v.  PawUt,  1  Wils.  224,  and 
Chodtitle  d.  Russell  v.  Weal,  2  Wils.  869,  are  also  authorities  to  show, 
that  the  unauthorised  annexation  of  a  condition,  or  any  other  excess,  in 

(a)  Page  84. 
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ihe  exeoation  of  a  power,  Titiates  it.  Jtt  y.  AvySffiey^  1  Cox,  824,(a)  and 
Bwia^€  Y.  BwrU^  2  Yes.  jnn.  857,  are  to  the  same  effect  Alexander 
Y.  Alexander f  2  Yes.  sen.  640,  shows  that  a  Yoid  limitation  will  preYent 
a  subsequent  limitation  oYer  from  taking  effect.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  an  appointment  that  is  bad  in  part,  is  bad  altogether :  the  qnalifi* 
cation  of  that  rule  is,  where  the  first  limitation  is  clear,  and  capable  of 
being  soYored  from  that  which  is  bad.  Here,  the  will  is  a  good  exercise 
of  the  power  down  to  the  point  where  the  grandfather  is  named :  but, 
taking  the  whole  will  together,  it  is  clear  that  the  testatrix  did  not  intend 
her  son  John  to  take  any  estate,  unless  he  sundYed  his  father.  The 
judgment  of  the  lord  chancellor  in  O^ampertz  y.  QompertZy  2  Phillips,  107, 
affords  an  illustration  of  the  distinction  between  a  direction  in  a  will 
which  goes  to  cut  down  or  qualify  a  prior  absolute  gift,  and  one  which 
only  goes  to  regulate  the  mode  in  which  such  gift  shall  be  dealt  with  and 
enjoyed.  Doe  d.  Woodatt  y.  WoodaUj  8  Man.  Gr.  &;  S.  849,  strongly 
forties  the  argument.  There,  the  testator  doYised  lands  to  his  son  for 
life,  with  remainders  in  strict  settlement  to  his  issue ;  remainder  to  the 
testator's  grandson  A.  for  life,  remainder  *in  strict  settlement  to  r^^oQ 
his  issue ;  and,  for  default  of  such  issue,  then  ^^  to  the  use  of  my  ^ 
grandchildren,  B.,  C,  D.,  and  E.,  (brothers  and  sisters  of  my  grand- 
son A.)  if  they  shall  happen  to  be  liYing  at  the  time  of  my  decease,  for 
their  Uycs  and  the  life  of  the  surYiYor  of  them,  to  take  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  not  as  joint-tenants;-'  and,  from  and  after  their  scYoral 
deceases,  and  the  decease  of  the  sunriYor  of  them,  the  said  B.,  C,  D., 
and  E.,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  all  and  CYcry  the  son  and  sons  of  the 
body  and  bodies  of  my  said  grandchildren,  scYeraUy  and  successiYoly, 
and  in  remiunder,  one  after  another,  as  they,  and  oYery  of  them,  shall 
be  in  priority  of  birth  and  seniority  of  age,  and  of  the  seYcral  and 
respectiYo  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  aU  and  cYery  such  son  and 
sons  issuing,  the  elder  of  such  sons,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  being 
always  preferred,  and  to  take,  before  the  younger  of  them  and  the  heirs 
of  his  and  their  body  and  bodies,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not 
as  joint-tenants;  and,  for  want  or  in  default  of  such  issue,  to  all  and 
CYery  the  daughter  and  daughters  of  the  four  grandchildren,  in  like 
manner:  ^'and,  in  case  either  of  my  said  grandchildren,  B.,  C,  D., 
and  E.,  shall  happen  to  die,  leaYing  no  issue  behind  him,  her,  or  them, 
then  fity  will  and  meaning  i»,  that  all  and  singular  the  premises  herein 
lastly  dcYised,  shall  go  and  remain  to  the  surYiYor  of  them,  and  the  heirs 
of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  to  be  begotten  in  manner  qforeeaid;  and,  on 
failure  of  issue  of  either  of  their  bodies,  lawfully  begotten,  then  I  giYc, 
doYise,  and  bequeath  the  same  premises  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  my 
brothers,  F.  and  G.,"  kc.  The  testator's  grandson,  0.,  surYiYcd  his 
brothers  and  sisters,  and  entered  into  possession,  the  testator's  son  and 
his  grandson  A.  haYing  both  died  without  issue.    It  was  held  that  G. 

(A  Cited  (nom.  Oee  t.  AudUy)  2  Yob.  jua.  3S5. 
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took  an  estate  for  life  only;  the  effect  of  the  words — ^^ shall  go  and 
remain  to  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body,  law- 
^wcuvy  ^^^1  ^^  ^®  begotten  *in  manner  aforeMoid^''  beings  to  bring  the 
-I  lands,  in  the  event  to  which  the  clause  in  which  they  wwe  found 
applied,  within  the  preceding  clause,  which  gave  life-estates  to  the 
grandchildren,  with  remainders  in  tail  to  their  sons  and  daughters ;  and 
there  being  no  other  part  of  the  will  to  which  the  words  of  reference 
'^in  manner  aforesaid"  could  be  applied.  Bristowe  v.  Warde^  2  Yes. 
jun.  836,(a)  is  an  instance  of  the  execution  of  a  power,  where  the  excess 
was  severable  from  the  rest  of  the  instrument.  [Pa&ke,  B.  The  limi- 
tation here  to  the  grandfather,  is  clearly  bad.  The  only  question  is, 
whether  that  vitiates  the  whole.]  It  is  one  entire  dealing  with  the 
whole  estate,  and  cannot  be  separated. 

In  1  Preston  on  Abstracts,  839,(i)  it  is  said :  ^^  If  a  power  be  given, 
which,  in  sound  construction,  is  to  be  exercised  during  coverture,  or  by 
a  woman,  being  sole,  (3  Atk.  711,)  the  coverture  in  one  case,  and,  in  tbe 
other  case,  its  absence,  will  be  a  limited  period,  within  which  the  power 
may  be  exercised ;  and  the  existence  of  the  coverture  in  one  case,  and  in 
the  other  case  its  absence,  will  be  essential  to  the  valid  exercise  of  the 
power.  The  opinion  which  prevails  at  present,  is,  that  a  power  coiq)led 
with  an  interest,  and  vested  in  a  married  woman,  may  be  executed  by 
her  during  coverture.  Lord  Hardwickb,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  808,  refers  to  the 
case  of  Beaumont  v.  Bichy{e)  as  having  decided  this  point.  He  also 
refers  to  the  case  of  Ladjf  Travel;  and  Mr.  Sugden,  in  his  valuable  Essay 
on  Powers,  has  quoted  a  long  list  of  cases  in  support  of  a  like  doctrine. 
The  case  of  Lady  7}ravel  has  not  been  found ;  and  the  case  of  Bea/^ir 
fnont  V.  Bichy  instead  of  having  decided  the  point,  left  it,  as  far  as  an 
opinion  can  be  formed  from  the  reports,  in  doubt,(c)  and  all  the 
*7401  *^^^^  ^^^^  ^^®  instances  of  powers  to  lease ;  and  such  poweis 
.  -^  are,  from  their  nature,  to  be  exercised  during  coverture ;  since 
it  is  manifestly  for  the  benefit  of  the  married  woman,  and  of  the  persons 
in  remainder  or  reversion,  that  the  property  should  be  duly  and  properly 
tenanted.  It  is  too  much,  then,  to  consider  it  to  be  clear,  that  a  power 
given  to  a  woman,  by  way  of  interest,  is  without  a  dispensation,  in  terms 
or  by  circumstances,  with  the  disability  of  coverture,  exercisable  with 
effect,  while  she  is  under  coverture."  In  Watkins  on  Conveyancing,((2) 
in  a  note  by  the  editor,  it  is  said :  ^'  It  is  now  clearly  settled  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  exercise  a  power  simply  collateral,  though  no  special 
words  are  used  to  dispense  with  the  disability  of  coverture ;  and  that,  if 
there  be  an  express  dispensation  with  the  coverture,  she  may  exercise 
powers  coupled  with  an  interest :  but,  with  regard  to  powers  coupled 

(a)2ded.  Vol.  VI.  p.  152. 

(6)  Lord  Antrim  v.  Vvke  of  Bvckmgkam,  Sagden,  134. 

(c)  But  the  lords  sent  to  haTo  the  opinion  of  the  judges  (4  Yin.  Abr.  168),  which  opinion  I^nd 
Hakdwicxx  may  have  known. 
(4)  9th  edit.,  by  H.H.  White. 
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with  an  interest,  wbere  the  coverture  is  not  expressly  dispensed  with, 
there  is  no  decision  on  the  point :  the  prevailing  opinion,  however,  is, 
that  she  can  exercise  snch  powers  also.'*(a)  [Aldekson,  B.  This  is  a 
power  given  hy  a  settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  the  party.  It  is 
not  said  that  the  power  shall  he  exercised  only  upon  the  decease  of  the 
husband.  Erle,  J.  Mary  Blomfield  had  a  good  fee-simple  after  her 
husband's  death.  Parks,  B.  The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  an  im- 
plied dispensation  with  coverture.]  The  doctrine  is  further  adverted  to 
in  CkurehtU  v.  DtMen,  Kenyon's  Notes  in  Chancery,  Vol.  11.  part 
2,  p.  82.  For  anything  that  appears,  it  might  have  been  intended  that 
Mary  Blomfield  should  exercise  the  power  only  in  the  event  of  her  sur- 
yiving  her  husband. 

*ffodgsany  in  reply.  [Pareb,  B.  The  judges  entertain  no  rm*7Ai 
doubt  that  this  was  a  power  that  might  be  exercised  by  Mary  ^ 
Blomfield  during  coverture.  Upon  that  point,  therefore,  we  agree  with 
the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common  Pleas.]  The  other  point  lies  in 
a  very  narrow  compass.  If  the  contingency  be  applicable  to  both  the 
sons,  there  is  an  end  of  the  argument.  In  the  judgment  below,  the 
court  say :  (i)  *^  If  the  appointment  in  this  case  had  been  to  the  younger 
ehildren  of  the  marriage,  upon  the  contingency  of  the  two  elder  sons 
dying  before  their  father,  such  an  appointment  would  have  been  free  from 
objection :  but,  in  that  case,  the  estate  given  in  the  first  instance  to  John, 
would  be  subject  to  a  contingency  by  which  it  would  be  liable  to  bo 
defeated."  No  doubt  it  would.  But  the  court  go  on  to  say — ^^and  the 
estate  or  interest  given  to  John,  the  son,  by  the  actual  appointment,  is 
not  less  subject  to  be  defeated  in  consequence  of  the  gift  over  being  to 
a  person  incapable  to  take,  than  if  he  had  been  capable.  Taking  this 
appointment  as  a  whole,  the  intention  was,  not  to  give  John  a  fee  abso- 
lute at  all  events,  but  only  in  case  he  or  William,  his  brother,  survived 
the  father."  That  is  begging  the  question.  The  testatrix  gives  a  fee 
to  her  son  John.  But,  in  the  event  of  his  dying  in  his  father's  lifetime, 
she  gives  the  estate  over  to  a  person  not  an  object  of  the  power.  To 
the  extent  of  that  limitation  over,  her  will  must  be  disappointed.  The 
intention  of  the  testator,  it  is  conceded,  is  the  polar  star  by  which  the 
court  must  be  guided  in  construing  a  will.  That,  however,  is  a  some- 
what vicious  mode  of  expression :  in  truth  it  means,  the  legal  and  gram- 
matical sense  of  the  words  of  the  will.  Giving  a  fair  and  reasonable 
construction  to  the  words  of  this  will,  no  amount  of  ingenuity  can  twist 
the  devise  to  the  son  John,  into  a  ^contingent  estate.  The  rm^rAo 
question  is  by  no  means  new.  Executory  devises,  it  is  true,  had  ^ 
no  existence  in  the  time  of  Lord  Coke,  but  conditions  had :  and  in  Co. 
Litt.  206  a,  it  is  said,  that,  ^*  if  the  condition  of  a  bond,  &c.,  be  impos- 

(a)  Citing  1  Sugden  on  Powers,  6di  edit.  1S5, 194 ;  1  Preston  on  Abstracts,  340 ;  HvgresTe** 
Co.  Litt  112  a,  n.  6. 
(6)3Maa.Gr.d&S.579. 
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sible  at  ihe  time  of  the  making  of  the  condition,  the  obligation,  &e.,  is 
single.  And  bo  it  is  in  case  of  a  feoffment  in  fee,  with  a  condition  sub- 
sequent that  is  impossible,  the  state  of  the  feoffee  is  absolute:  but  if  the 
condition  precedent  be  impossible,  no  state  or  interest  shall  grow  there- 
upon." The  court  below  were  clearly  wrong  in  holding  that  the  tiro 
limitations  were  incapable  of  being  separated.  In  Goodrigkti.L€ttrmer 
V.  SearUy  2  Wils.  29,  it  was  held  that  an  executory  deyise  in  fee  is  like 
a  contingent  remainder,  and  passes  to  the  heir  of  the  executory  devisee, 
who  dies  before  the  contingency  happens.  In  Q-oodtitle  d.  Vincent  t. 
White,  15  East,  174,  upon  a  devise  to  the  testator's  wife  B.  of  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate,  &;c.,  in  trust  for  the  education  and  maintenance 
of  his  only  daughter  M.  till  she  arrives  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and, 
in  case  of  M.*s  death  before  she  arrives  at  twenty-one,  then  a  devise  of 
the  whole  of  his  said  estates  and  effects  to  B.,  his  wife ; — ^it  was  held 
that  M.,  the  daughter,  took  a  present  limited  fee,  either  by  descent,  or, 
by  implication,  under  the  will,  upon  the  contingency  of  her  dying  under 
twenty-one;  and  that  B.,  the  mother,  took  an  executory  devise 
in  fee,  which  upon  her  death  before  the  daughter  attained  twenty- 
one,  descended  to  the  daughter;  and  that,  the  daughter  aft^- 
wards  dying  before  she  attained  twenty-one,  such  executory  interest 
which  dlid  not  unite  with,  nor  was  merged  or  extinguished  hi, 
the  fee  which  she  had  ex  parte  patemd  during  her  life,  descended 
to  her  heirs  ex  parte  matemd.  Upon  this  subject,  Mr.  Jarman 
•7dAi  *^7^  '{^)  ^^  ^^  ^^7  ^®  observed,  that,  where  the  defeasible  estate 

J  in  fee,  and  the  executory  fee  to  arise  out  of  it  on  a  given  event, 
become  rested  in  the  same  person,  the  latter  is  not  merged  or  extinguished 
in  the  former,  the  two  interests  being  successive,  and  not  concurrent" 
Sir  Edward  Sudgen,  in  a  passage  already  quoted,(i)  says,  that,  ^^  where 
conditions  are  annexed  to  the  gift,  not  authorised  by  the  power,  the  gift 
is  good,  and  the  condition  only  is  void,  so  that  the  appointee  takes  the 
fund  absolutely."  So,  here,  suppose  the  devise  had  been  to  the  son,  on 
condition  of  his  paying  a  sum  of  money  to  the  grandfather,  who  is  not 
an  object  of  the  power ; — the  condition  would  have  been  void,  but  the 
estate  would  vest  absolutely  in  the  son.  It  may  be  conceded,  that, 
where,  in  the  case  of  a  will,  or  other  instrument,  made  in  execution  of  a 
power,  you  cannot  separate  the  good  from  the  bad  part,  the  whole  is 
bad.  But  Sadler  v.  JPrattj  5  Simmons,  682,  is  an  authority  to  show, 
that  the  courts  will  be  astute  to  sustain  as  much  of  it  as  is  capable  of 
being  sustained.  There,  a  lady  having  four  children  by  her  first  husband, 
and  three  by  her  second,  and  having  power  to  appoint  a  fund  amongst 
the  former  only,  appointed  it  amongst  all  her  children  equally,  and 
declared,  that,  if  her  children  by  her  first  husband  should  refuse  to 
share  the  fund  with  her  other  children,  the  whole  fund  should  go  to  her 
youngest  child  by  her  first  husband :  and  it  was  held  that  the  appoint- 

(a)  1  Jwman  on  WUIb,  791.  (&}  Sugdeii  on  Powers,  VoL  IL  p.  S4. 
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ment  was  not  wholly  void,  but  that  the  first  class  of  children  took  each 
one  seventh  of  the  fund  under  it,  and  that  the  other  shares  went  to  them 
as  in  default  of  appointment.  It  is  quite  unnecessary  to  quarrel 
with  the  cases  of  Goodtitle  d.  BvmM  y.  Weal^  BunMott  v.  Davey, 
^Routledge  v.  DorrU^  and  Doe  d.  Nicholson  v,  Welrford;  they  p^-^^j^ 
are  all  plamly  distinguishable.  [Parkb,  B.  Can  you  refer  us  to  I- 
any  case  of  a  limitation  to  one,  and  a  conditional  limitation  oyer  to  a 
person  who  could  not  take,  as,  a  corporation,  a  monk,  or  a  person  not  in 
esse  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  power  ?]  No  doubt  there  are 
some  such  cases.  Of  that  class  are  the  cases  of  perpetuity.  [BolfiP; 
B.  That  can  hardly  apply :  the  first  taker  is  clearly  intended  to  take, 
and  takes  for  ever,  unless  the  estate  can  go  oyer  to  another.] 

Our.  adv.  wit. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

This  case  comes  before  us  on  a  writ  of  error  on  a  judgment  of  the 
court  of  Common  Pleas  on-  a  special  verdict.  The  facts  of  the  case 
are  fully  stated  in  the  special  verdict.  It  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to 
them  in  detail:  a  very  short  statement  is  sufficient  to  explain  the  ques* 
tions  which  we  have  to  decide. 

On  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mary  Sida,  a  copyhold  estate  of  which 
she  was  seised  in  fee,  was  settled  to  the  use  of  her  husband  for  life,  and, 
after  his  death,  to  the  use  of  Mary  Sida  for  life,  apd,  from  and  after 
her  decease,  to  the  use  of  such  chUd  or  children  of  the  body  of  Mary 
Sida,  by  her  intended  husband,  and  for  such  estates  or  other  interest, 
and  in  such  parts,  shares,  or  proportions,  as  Mary  Sida,  by  any  deed  or 
writing,  sealed  in  the  presence  of,  and  attested  by,  two  witnesses,  or  her 
last  will,  duly  executed,  might  direct  and  appoint ;  and,  for  want  of  such 
appointment,  to  the  use  of  all  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail ;  and,  in  default,  to  Mary  Sida  in  fee. 

Mary  Sida,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  and  then  having  two  sons, 
made  a  will,  duly  executed  according  to  the  power,  and  appointed  the 
estate  to  her  eldest  son,  John  Blomfield,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  upon  ^condition  that  he  should  pay  to  her  other  son  200/.,  p^Y4«; 
within  a  year  and  a  day  after  her  husband's  death,  in  case  he  ^ 
should  be  living,  and  twenty-one  years  of  age,  &c. ;  but,  if  neither  of 
her  sons  should  be  living  at  the  decease  of  her  husband,  she  appointed 
the  estate  to  her  father-in-law,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  certain 
trusts. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1782.  John  Blomfield,  the  devisee,  died  in 
1820,  in  his  father's  lifetime,  leaving  the  lessor  of  the  plaintifi*,  his 
youngest  son  and  customary  heir :  and  the  father  died  afterwards,  in 
1820.    William  Blomfield,  Uie  second  son,  had  previously  died  in  1767. 

This  action  was  brought  in  1841.  The  defendant  defended  for  six 
seventh  parts  of  the  property :  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintifi*  is  entitled  to  recover  those  six  sevenths. 
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The  court  of  Common  Pleas  deinded  that  he  was  not :  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  their  decision  was  correct. 

Two  objections  were  made  to  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  first  objection  was,  that  there  was  no  dispensation  of  coverture  in 
the  power  given  to  Mary  Sida ;  and  that  her  execution  of  the  power 
during  coverture,  was  therefore  void.  The  second  was,  that  John 
Blomfield,  the  son,  had  no  estate  which  descended  to  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff. 

We  intimated  our  opinion,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  it  was 
clear  that  there  was  in  this  case  an  implied  dispensation  of  coverture, 
^nd  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  meaning  of  the  settlement  was, 
that  the  power  should  be  executed  by  Mary  Sida  whether  she  were  sole 
or  covert. 

The  second  was  the  principal  question.  It  was  contended,  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  in  error,  that  the  appointment  to  the  son  was  altogether 
void,  by  being  so  connected  with  the  appointment  to  the  father-in-law 
that  it  could  not  be  separated.  If  this  was  so,  the  plaintiff  could  not  be 
**rAfn  ®^^^^^^^  ^  recover.  But  the  learned  '^'counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in 
-'  error  argued,  that  the  appointment  was  not  altogether  void,  but 
gave  a  vested  defeasible  estate  in  fee  to  the  eldest  son ;  and  that  the 
appointment  over  alone  was  void. 

Admitting  that  argument  to  be  correct,  — as  we  think  it  was, — ^we  are 
of  opinion,  that,  in  the  event  which  has  happened,  this  estate  was  pnt  an 
end  to,  and,  consequently,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled. 

The  learned  counsel  contended,  that,  where  there  is  an  estate  in  fee, 
liable  to  be  defeated  on  a  condition  subsequent,  and  that  condition  either 
originally  was,  or  by  matter  subsequent  became,  impossible  to  be  per- 
formed, the  defeasible  estate  was  made  absolute ;  and  he  cited  Co.  Litt 
206  a.  Of  this  there  is  no  doubt ;  the  principle  is  applicable  to  this 
case,  if  the  condition  was  impossible.  But  the  question  is,  what  was  the 
condition  by  which  the  testatrix  meant  the  estate  to  be  defeated.  Was 
it, — if  the  two  sons  should  die  in  the  father's  lifetime?  or  was  it, — if  they 
so  died,  and  the  estate  should,  by  law,  vest  in  the  father-in-law  ?  In  the 
former  case,  the  plaintiff  would  fail :  in  the  latter,  he  would  succeed. 

This  question  is  not  peculiar  to  cases  of  appointments  under  powers  : 
it  might  arise  upon  an  ordinary  will.  If  a  testator  were  to  devise  to  A. 
B.  in  fee,  and  to  direct  that,  in  the  event  of  A.  B.  dying  in  the  lifetime 
of  J.  S.,  the  estate  should  go  over  to  a  charity,  it  surely  is  perfectly 
clear,  that,  if  A.  B.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  J.  S.,  he,  A.  B.,  or  rather, 
his  heirs,  would  lose  the  estate.  The  testator  could  not  give  to  the 
charity,  without  taking  away  from  the  devisee.  The  testator,  therefore, 
in  such  a  case,  by  his  will  says :  ^'  If  A.  B.  dies  in  the  lifetime  of  J.  S., 
I  do  not  mean  that  A.  B.  or  his  heirs  should  any  longer  have  the  estate." 
The  estate  of  A.  B.  is  in  such  case  defeated,  not  by  the  giving  over  of 
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the  estate  to  the  charitj,  but  by  the  happening  of  the  event  on 
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which  the  testator  *intcn(led  it  should  go  over.(a)  So,  in  the  case 
before  us :  "Hhe  testatrix  (for  this  purpose,  she  may  be  treated  r«Yifi 
a3  an  ordinary  testatrix)  says,  in  substance :  "  If  my  son  John  ^ 
and  his  brother  William  die  in  their  father's  lifetime,  I  do  not  mean  him 
(John)  to  have  the  property ;  but  I  give  it  over  to  strangers."  That 
which  defeats  the  estate  of  John,  is,  the  death  of  himself  and  brother  in 
his  father's  lifetime, — not  the  giving  over  of  the  estate  to  strangers.  The 
reason  why  John's  representatives  cannot  claim  the  property,  is,  that 
his  mother  expressly  declared,  that,  in  the  event  which  happened,  he 
should  not  have  it.  How  she  would  have  disposed  of  it,  if  she  had 
known  that  she  could  not  give  it  in  the  mode  proposed  by  her  will,  can 
only  be  matter  of  conjecture.  One  thing  quite  certain,  is,  that  she  has 
not  expressed  any  intention,  that  in  the  events  which  have  happened, 
John  should  take :  and,  as  he  could  only  be  entitled  by  virtue  of  an 
expressed  intention  in  his  favour,  we  think  that  he  fails  to  establish  any 
right.  Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  lo  the  case  of  a  devise  by  A.  to  B.  in  fee,  upon  a  contingent  event,  without  more,  the 
land  descends  to  the  heir  of  A.,  subject  to  the  contingent  executory  devise,  and  the  fee  is  in 
the  heir  of  A.,  until  that  devise  takes  efiect.  Any  declaration  that,  until  the  event  contem- 
plated, A/s  heir  shall  not  have  the  land,  would  be  nugatory,  as  the  heir  necessarily  takes  in 
(he  absence  of  an  immediate  effectual  disposition  thereof.  So,  in  the  case  of  a  devise  by  A. 
to  B.  in  fee  on  a  contingent  event,  and  subject  to  the  contingent  devise,  to  C.  in  fee,  C.  is  substi- 
tuted for  the  heir  of  A.,  and  the  fee  vested  in  C.  remains  undivested  until  the  devise  to  B. 
takes  effect.  In  each  ea$e  the  intention  is,  in  the  event  contemplated,  not  simply  that  the 
primary  taker  shall  not  retain  the  land,  but  that  the  land  shall  go  preferably  to  B.,  and  if,  from 
any  cause  mrhatever,  B.  is  incapable  of  taking,  the  divesting  intention  fails.  (Ace.  per  Rolfe, 
B.,  supri,744.)  The  effect  is,  in  substance,  the  same  where  A.  devises  to  B.  in  fee,  with  a 
contingent  executory  devise  over  to  C.  If,  by  any  means,  the  devise  to  C.  is  removed  out  of 
the  way,  or  if  the  devise  to  C.  is  of  a  less  estate  than  the  fee,  the  estate  of  B.  is  not  defeated, 
Of  is  only  partially  defeated.  The  estate  was  not  intended  to  be  taken  from  B.,/or  any  other 
purpoie  than  that  of  giving  it  to  C,  and  that  purpose  failing,  A.*s  original  bounty  remains  in 
fall  operation.  It  appears  to  be  immaterial  from  what  cause  the  executory  devise  to  C.  fails 
uf  effect,  whether  by  reason  of  the  contingency  itself  not  arising,  or,  of  its  being  too  remote, 
or  of  the  death  of  C.  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  or  of  C.'s  incapacity  to  take.  The  late  case  of 
Jttckton  V.  NMe,  2  Keen,  590,  appears  to  be  in  substance  this :  A.  devises  to  B.  in  fee,  but  in 
case  B.  shall  leave  no  child,  then  to  C.  or  his  children  surviving  B.  C.  dies  in  the  lifetime  of 
B.  without  leaving  any  child.  It  was  held,  that  the  estate  already  vested  in  B.  could  not  be 
divested,  although  B.  (who  was  living)  should  die  without  issue, — ^that  B.  had  "  an  absolute 
estate,  subject  to  be  defeated  by  the  contingent  executory  gift  over,"  of  which  gift  the  object 
had  failed.  It  was  not  attempted  to  be  argued  that  the  contingency  on  which  the  estate  was 
limited  over,  could  be  incorporated,  as  a  qualifying  ingredient,  in  the  primary  gtfl  to  6.  The 
principle  seems  to  be,~~that  the  intention  in  favour  of  the  primary  devisee  is  qualified  for  the 
bene^  of  another  object  of  bounty ^  and  is  for  that  reason  only,  not  absolute,  and  that  whenever, 
and  by  whatever  means,  that  object  is  removed,  the  inducement  to  disturb  the  primary  gift  has 
ceased.  The  same  principle  appears  to  spply  equally  to  a  conveyance  inter  vivo$,  and  to  a 
posthumous  conveyance  by  devise,  although  in  the  latter  case,  the  manifestation  of  the  inten- 
tion of  the  disposing  party,  may  be  leas  fettered  by  technical  rules  of  construction. 

Before  the,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  25,  if  A.  had  devised  Blackacre  to  B.  in  fee,  on  a  contingency 
which  happened. — so  that  the  intentk>n  in  favour  of  B.  took  effect  absolutely,— 4he  devise,  by 
the  death  of  B.  in  A.'s  lifetime,  lapsed,  for  the  benefit  of  the  heir  of  A.,  notwithstanding  the 
existence  of  an  operative  residuary  devise  to  C. ;  for,  every  devise  of  land  being  at  that  time 
really  specific,  the  devise  of  the  residue  was  nothing  more  than  a  devise  of  the  lands  of  which 
A.  was  then  seised,  other  than  Blackacre,  which  A.  suppoeed  himself  to  have  ah-eady  disposed 
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of  in  all  events.  But,  now  Blackacre  would  paas  under  the  reaidaary  devise ;  such  a  dsvise 
embracing  all  the  realty  from  any  cauae  whatever  not  effectually  diapoaed  of;  and  thereby 
constituting  a  univeraal  hareM  faetuM*  So,  under  the  old  law,  A.  might  have  ez|ireaaly 
devised  Blackacre  to  B.  in  every  event  in  which  it  vraa  not  eftctually  deviaed  to  C,  and  might 
have  thereby  constituted  B.  a  special  hmrea  factu$  ;  and  the  queation  ia,  whether  A.  by 
devising  to  B.,  with  a  contingent  executory  deviae  to  C,  would  not  have  sufficiently  declared 
that  intention.    (And  see  Sweet,  Convey.  2d  edit.  424—427.) 

Where  there  is  a  devise  by  A.  to  B.  in  fee,  defeasible  on  an  event  which  happens,  in  fiivour 
of  C.  in  fee,  and  C.  diea  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  the  only  mode,  it  ia  conceived,  by  which  the 
heir  of  A.  could  be  let  in,  would  be,  to  treat  the  devise  to  B.  as  revoked  by  the  devise  to  C. 
becoming  absolute,  and  to  consider  the  heir  of  A.  as  m  by  the  lapse  of  the  devise  to  C,  instead 
of  treating  the  devise  to  B.  aa  ceaaing  to  be  defeaaible  on  the  failure  of  the  deviae  to  C.  But 
A.,  it  is  submitted,  declarea,  not  that  if  the  contingency  happena,  B.  ahall  lose  the  eatate,  but, 
simply,  that  if  the  contingency  happens,  C.  shall  kavt  the  estate. 
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Thb  judges  who  sat  in  banco  in  this  term,  were — 

Wilde,  C.  J.  Cresswbll,  J. 

COLTMAN,  J.  V.  WILLUM8,  J. 


NEWTON  V.  Lord  ALBERT  CONTNGHAM,    April  15. 

The  court  refiued  to  treat  an  asaigiunent  of  error  as  frivoloua,  where  the  groimd  of  enor 
awgned  waa  that  a  ea.  aa.  had  heen  awarded  ainoe  the  7  &  8  Vict,  e,  96,  againat  a  plaintiff 
who  had  heen  oonaoited. 

This  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  as  a  member  of  the  provi- 
sional committee  of  a  railway  company.  The  plaintiff  haying  been  non- 
suited, a  ea.  sa.  was  issued  for  the  defendant's  taxed  costs,  amounting 
to  1057.  The  defendant  made  up  the  judgment-roll  in  the  usual  way. 
The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  error,  assigning  for  error  the  entry  on 
the  record  of  the  award  of  the  ca,  sa. 

Upon  being  served  with  notice  of  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error, 
the  defendant  took  out  a  summons  before  Coltman,  J.,  at  chambers, 
calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  execution  should  not  issue 
against  him,  ^notwithstanding  the  allowance  of  the  writ  of  error,  p^^i^e/v 
Upon  the  summons  coming  on  for  hearing,  the  learned  judge  I- 
declined  to  interfere. 

BramweU  now  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
^'why,  upon  reading  the  judgment-roll,  with  the  award  of  execution 
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thereon,  the  copy  of  the  assignment  of  errors  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant's attorney,  and  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  the  allowance  of  the  writ 
of  error,  the  defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  in  the 
execution  of  the  writ  of  ca.  sa.,  notwithstanding  the  allowance  of  the 
writ  of  error,  the  grounds  of  error  being  frivolous."  The  ground  upon 
which  it  is  intended  to  support  the  writ  of  error  is,  that,  since  the  statute 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  a  ea.  sa.  cannot  issue  upon  a  judgment  for  a  defend- 
ant. The  section  relied  upon  is  the  57th,  which,  reciting  that  '^  it  is 
expedient  to  limit  the  present  power  of  arrest  upon  final  process,"  enacts 
that  "  no  person  shall  be  taken  or  charged  in  execution  upon  any  judg 
ment  obtained  in  any  of  Her  Majesty's  superior  courts,  or  in  any  county 
court,  court  of  requests,  or  other  inferior  court,  in  any  action  for  the 
recovery  of  any  debt,  wherein  the  sum  recovered  shall  not  exceed  the 
sum  of  20L  exclusive  of  the  costs  recovered  by  such  judgment."  That 
section,  however,  does  not  apply  to  a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  but  only  to 
judgments  for  a  debt  or  damages.  [Gresswell,  J.  Some  of  the  judges 
have,  upon  the  authority  of  that  section,  been  in  the  habit  of  dis- 
charging plaintiffs  who  have  been  taken  in  execution  for  costs.]  The 
♦7 'in  ^*^g^*g®  ^^  *^®  68th  (a)  and  59th  (6)  sections  tends  very 
-I   strongly  '^'to  show  that  the  57th  was  intended  to  apply  only  to 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  that  all  persons  in  execution  at  the  time  of  passing  this  act,  upon  any 
judgment  obtained  in  any  of  the  courts  aforesaid,  in  any  action  for  the  recovery  of  any  debt, 
wherein  the  turn  recovered  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  20{.,  exclosive  of  the  costs  recovered  by 
such  judgment,  shall  and  may,  upon  the  application  of  every  such  person  or  persons  for  that 
purpose,  made  at  any  time  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  to  a  judge  of  one  of  Her  Majesty*! 
superior  courts  of  law  at  Westminster,  or  to  the  court  in  which  such  judgment  shall  ba?e  been 
obtained,  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  judge  or  court,  be  forthwith  discharged  out  of  custody  as  to 
such  execution,  by  an  order  of  such  judge  or  court:  Provided  always,  that,  if  it  shall  happen 
that  any  such  discharge  shall  have  been  unduly  or  fraudulently  obtained  upon  any  false  allega- 
tion of  circumstances,  which,  if  true,  might  have  entitled  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged  by  Tinoe 
of  this  act,  such  prisoner  shall,  upon  the  same  being  made  to  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judge  or  court  by  whose  order  such  prisoner  shall  have  been  so  discharged,  be  liable  to  be 
again  taken  in  execution,  and  remanded  to  his  former  custody,  by  an  order  of  such  judge  or 
court :  Provided  also,  that  no  sheriff,  gaoler,  or  other  person  whatsoever  shall  be  liable  as  ibr 
the  escape  of  any  such  prisoner,  in  respect  of  his  enlargement,  during  such  time  as  he  shall 
have  been  at  large  by  means  of  such  his  undue  discharge  ss  aforesaid :  Provided  also,  thati  for 
and  notwithstanding  the  discharge  of  any  debtor  or  debtors  by  an  order  of  any  such  judge  or 
court,  in  manner  aforesaid,  the  judgment  whereupon  any  such  debtor  or  debtors  was  or  were 
taken  or  charged  in  execution,  shall  nevertheless  remain  and  continue  in  full  force,  to  the  intent 
and  purpose  that  the  judgment-creditor  or  creditors  may  have  and  take  remedy  and  ezecatioa 
upon  every  such  judgment  against  the  property  and  effects  of  any  such  debtor  or  debtors,  in 
such  manner  and  form  as  such  creditor  or  creditors  otherwise  could  or  might  have  done  in  case 
such  debtor  or  debtors  had  never  been  taken  or  charged  in  execution  upon  such  judgment ;  sod 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  creditor  or  creditors  to  have  and  take  such  remedy  and  execution." 

(6)  Which  provides  and  enacts,  "  that,  if  at  any  time  it  shall  appear  to  the  judge  who  shall 
try  such  cause,  being  either  a  judge  of  one  of  the  superior  courts,  or  a  barrister  or  attorney-at* 
law,  that  the  defendant,  in  incurring  the  debt  or  liahility  vakieh  may  he  the  eubfeet  of  demand,  has 
obtained  credit  from  the  plaintiff  under  false  pretences,  or  with  a  fraudulent  intent,  or  has  wil- 
fully contracted  such  debt  or  liability  without  having  at  the  same  time  a  reasonable  asanrance 
of  being  able  to  pay  or  discharge  the  same,  or  shall  have  made  or  caused  to  be  made  any  gift, 
delivery,  or  transfer  of  any  personal  property,  or  shall  have  removed  or  concealed  the  mmt, 
with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  or  any  of  them,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  judge,  if  he  ahall 
think  fit,  to  order  that  such  defendant  may  be  taken  and  detained  in  execution  upon  such  jodg- 
ment,  in  like  manner  and  for  such  time  as  be  might  have  been  if  this  act  bad  not  been  | 
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defendants.     It  would  be  hard,  indeed,  to  hold  it  applicable  *to  p«,-cQ 
plaintiffi,  who  are  volunteers,   and  are.  not,  like  defendants,   '- 
brought  into  court  against  their  will. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  error  assigned  in  this  case  is,  that  there  is  impro- 
perly on  the  record  an  award  of  a  writ  of  ca.  sa.  Some  of  the  judges 
having  acted  upon  an  impression  that  the  enactment  in  question  applies 
to  plaintiflb  as  well  as  to  defendants,  I  cannot  say  that  the  error  assigned 
is  frivolous,  or  that  the  question  is  not  a  fit  one  to  be  considered. 
Without,  therefore,  offering  any  opinion  as  to  the  true  construction  of 
the  statute,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  we  cannot  entertain  this  motion. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  When  the  matter  came  before  me  at  chambers,  I  cer- 
tunly  thought  that  the  writ  of  error  was  not  so  frivolous  as  to  warrant 
the  court  in  allowing  execution  to  issue :  and  I  cannot  say  that  I  am  yet 
satisfied  that  it  is  so. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 

or  fin*  any  time  not  exceeding  six  calendar  montha,  in  any  case  in  which  the  time  (or  which  a 
peraoQ  taken  in  execution  under  proceaa  issuing  out  of  any  such  court  could  lawfully  be  detained 
in  custody  according  to  the  constitution  of  the  said  court,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  is  lees 
than  six  calendar  months,  whether  or  not  execution  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such 
defendant  shall  have  issued  as  hereinafter  provided.*' 


•In  the  Matter  of  LiETITIA  MILLARD.    April  VI.    [n68 

The  court  refused  to  allow  the  amendment  of  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment  by  a  mar- 
ried woman  of  a  deed  conveying  an  interest  in  land,  where  the  commission  issued  in  January, 
1S4S,  and  the  certificate,  erroneously,  stated  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  to  have  been 
taken  in  February,  1847. 

Btlbs,  Serjt.,  moved  for  leave  to  amend  the  certificate  of  an 
acknowledgment  by  a  married  woman,  of  a  deed  conveymg  her  inte- 
rest in  certain  property  to  which  she  was  separately  entitled,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute  8  &;  4  W.  4,  c.  74.  It  appeared  that  the  commission 
went  out  to  Canada  West  in  January,  1848,  and  that  the  acknow- 
ledgment was  duly  made  by  Mrs.  Millard  on  the  25th  of  February  in 
that  year ;  but  the  certificate  erroneously  stated  the  acknowledgment  to 
have  been  taken  on  the  25th  of  February,  1847.  [Crbsswbll,  J.  In 
the  affidavit  of  the  due  taking  of  the  acknowledgment,  the  deponent 
states  that  the  acknowledgment  was  made  on  the  day  and  year  men- 
tioned in  the  certificate.  How  can  we  alter  the  aflSdavit  ?]  It  being 
plainly  and  palpably  a  mere  blunder,  the  court  may  amend  the  certifi- 
cate, without  at  all  interfering  with  the  affidavit. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  I  think  we  have  no  authority  to  do  that  which  is  asked. 
The  only  matter  of  record  being  the  certificate  of  the  acknowledgment, 
if  we  were  to  permit  the  amendment,  there  would  be  nothing  accompli 
nying  it  to  show  the  nature  of  the  mistake.  It  is  impossible  to  foresee 
to  what  questions  an  alteration  of  the  certificate  might  give  rise.  This, 
it  is  to  be  observed,  is  not  the  case  of  an  acknowledgment  of  a  deed  to 
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•7W]  ^^  dower  xnerely,(a)  but  of  a  deed  by  which  the  lady's  *intere8t 
-'  in  the  property  is  to  pass.     It  cannot  be  done. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Byles  took  nothing. 

(a)  See  Ex  paHe  Carr,  antd,  p.  496.  In  that  caae  the  objection  was,  that  the  aflUcvit  Terify- 
ing  the  certificate  waa  on  paper,  and  not  on  parchment  Thia  objection  waa  oyemiled  by  the 
court,  on  the  ground  that  Uie  affidavit  waa  required  merely  for  the  temporary  purpoae  of  tatifify- 
ing  the  court  aa  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedinga,  and  formed  on  part  of  the  reoord.  In  dnt 
caae  it  waa  aaid,— *'  Thia  being  merely  an  acknowledgment  taken  to  bar  the  party'a  right  to 
dower,  the  reaaon  for  requiring  parchment  to  be  used  does  not  apply,  even  if  it  were  necessary 
in  the  caae  of  an  acknowledgment  for  the  purpoae  of  paaaing  the  fee.' '  The  ground  of  the  deei- 
aion  in  that  caae,  however ,-^at  the  affidavit  formed  no  part  of  the  record, — waa  no  leaa  appli- 
cable to  the  caae  of  a  deed  to  paaa  the  entire  fee,  than  to  that  of  a  deed  to  paaa  a  fivehoid  interest 
in  a  third  part  of  the  land,  by  barring  dower.  In  the  principal  caae,  by  reaaon  of  the  fiJae  date, 
there  waa  iio certificate,  and  there  waa  no  affidavit— coming  within  the  porviewof  the  oonmis* 
aion,— an  objectk>n  which  would  be  clearly  fatal,  whatever  the  anbjeot-matter  of  the  acknow. 
lodgment  might  be. 


HOARE  V.  LEE.    April  17. 

A  count  in  treapaaa  for  entering  rooma  and  taking  gooda,  waa  not  allowed  to  be  joined  with  t 
count  for  taking  gooda  of  the  like  quantity,  dec,  aa  and  for  a  diatreaafor  rent  falaely  preteoded 
to  be  due. 

Trespass.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  charged  the  defendant 
with  breaking  and  entering  certain  rooms  of  the  plaintiff,  and  seismg 
and  converting  his  goods. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  defendant,  on,  &;c.,  by  and  under 
colour  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  proyided,(a)  with  force  and 
arms  seized,  took,  and  distrained  divers  other  goods  and  chattels  of  the 
plaintiff,  *to  wit,  goods  and  chattels  of  like  quantity,  qualitj, 
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description,  and  value,  to  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  first  count 


mentioned,  as,  for,  and  in  the  name  of,  a  distress  for  certain  rent  then 
claimed  and  pretended  by  the  defendant  to  be  due  and  in  arrear  6*001 
the  plaintiff,  for  and  in  respect  of  certain  rooms  and  premises  theretofore 
demised  by  one  John  Brown  to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  carried  the  same 
away,  and  detained  the  same,  as  and  for  such  distress,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  two  calendar  months  then  next  following, 
and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  May,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  by  and 
under  the  like  colour  and  pretence,  sold  and  disposed  of  the  last-mentioned 
goods  and  chattels,  and  converted  and  disposed  of  the  same,  and  the 
moneys  therefrom  arising,  to  his,  the  defendant's,  own  use ;  whereas,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  no  rent  was  due  or  in  arrear  from  the  plaintiff  for  the 
last-mentioned  premises,  during  the  time  in  that  count  aforesaid ;  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and 
other  wrongs,  &c. 

On  the  14th  of  February, — upon  a  summons  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  show  cause  why  one  of  the  above  counts  should  not  be  struck  out,  on 
the  ground  that  they  were  founded  on  the  same  subject-matter  of  coffi- 
(o)  2  W.  &  M.  aeai.  1.  c.  5,  a.  5. 
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plaint)  and  joined  in  violation  of  the  5th  role  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4. — 
Gbbsswbll,  J.,  made  an  order  ^^  that  the  plaintiff,  within  three  days, 
elect  irhich  connt  he  will  strike  ont;  otherwise,  that  the  second  be 
struck  out,  and,  in  either  event,  at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be 
taxed,  &€." 

W.  H.  Cooke  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  that  order.  The 
question  is,  whether  these  two  counts  are  so  apparently  in  violation  of 
^e  rule  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
retain  them.  *That  rale,(a)  provides  that  "several  counts  shall  p^,.c/» 
not  be  allowed,  unless  a  distinct  subject-matter  of  complaint  is  ■- 
intended  to  be  established  in  respect  of  each :"  and  one  of  the  examples 
given,  is,  "  Several  counts  in  trespass,  for  acts  committed  at  the  same 
time  and  place,  are  not  to  be  allowed."  Here,  the  plaintiff  means  to 
set  up  a  separate  and  distinct  subject-matter  of  complaint  in  each  count. 
The  first  count  is  for  an  ordinary  trespass  in  breaking  and  entering 
the  plaintiff's  rooms,  and  seizing  and  converting  his  goods :  the  second 
is  a  count  under  the  2  W.  &  M.  sess.  1,  c.  5,  s.  5,(i)  to  recover  double 
the  value  of  the  goods  distrained  and  sold.  To  entitle  the  plamtiff  to  a 
verdict  upon  the  second  count,  the  evidence  must  be  totally  different 
from  that  which  would  sustain  the  first  count.  In  2%orof<m  v.  WhiUr 
headj  1  M.  4;  W.  14,  Tyrwh.  &  Gr.  818,  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  747,  a  count  for 
double  rent,  under  the  statute  11  G.  2,  c.  19,  s.  18,  was  allowed  to  be 
joined  vrith  a  count  for  use  and  occupation.  The  case  of  Lawrence  v. 
Stephens^  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  778, 1  Gale,  164, — ^where  it  was  doubted  whether 
a  plaintiff  could  declare  in  debt  on  the  statute  2  &  8  E.  6,  c.  18,  for  not 
setting  out  tithes,  and  also  for  a  composition, — being  there  cited,  Pa&kb, 
B.,  said :  "  I  think  no  clear  or  decided  opinion  was  expressed  in  tdowrenee 
V.  Stephene  ;  *but,  at  all  events,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  do  ap-  ;r*iTgiT 
pear,  in  the  present  case,  distinct  subject-matters  of  complaint.  The  '' 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  on  both,  and  must  shape  his  case  quite  differently 
upon  each."  In  CHllert  v.  HaUs^  2  D.  &  L.  227,  the  declaration  contained 
twenty-five  counts :  the  first  fifteen  were  on  bills  of  exchange  drawn  at 
Paris ;  the  next  five,  tohich  related  to  the  same  bilbj  were  special  counts 
founded  on  the  law  of  France;  and  the  last  five  were  on  a  special 
agreement  to  pay  the  bills,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiffis  procuring 
them  to  be  discounted:  and  the  court  of  Exchequer  refused  to  strike 
out  the  last  set  of  counts,  as  being  in  apparent  violation  of  the  4th  role 
of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.    Insupport  of  the  application,  it  was  suggested 

(a)3N.&M.S»3. 

(i)  Which  eoMta,  *'  that,  in  case  any  rach  diatreas  and  sale  aa  afbresaid  [a.  1]  ahaU  be  made 
by  virtQe  or  eolour  of  thia  preaant  act,  for  rant  pretended  to  be  in  arrear  and  due,  wheref  in 
<nith,  no  rent  ia  arrear  or  dne  to  the  peraon  or  peraona  diatraining,  or  to  him  or  them  in  wlioae 
uae  or  namea,  or  right*  anch  diatreaa  ahall  be  taken  aa  aforeaaid,  that  then  the  owner  of  auch 
Cooda  or  cfaattela  diatrained  and  aold  aa  afbreaaid,  hia  ezeeatora  or  adminiatratora,  ahaU  and  may, 
^y  action  of  treapaaa,  or  npon  the  caae,  to  be  brongfat  againat  the  peraon  or  peraona  ao  diatrain- 
ng,  any  or  either  of  them,  hia  or  their  ezeeatora  or  adminiatratora,  recover  double  of  the  vahM 
^the  gooda  or  chittela  ao  diatrained  and  aoU,  together  with  liill  eoau  of  suit." 
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that  the  true  test  is,  to  consider,  whether  the  plaintiff  could  recoyer 
under  the  last  set  of  counts,  any  damage  to  which  he  would  not  be 
entitled  under  the  other  counts.  But  Pollock,  C.  B.,  said:  '^I  do  not 
think  that  the  true  criterion  in  these  cases,  is  that  suggested  by  the 
defendant's  counsel.  In  the  example  given  in  the  rule  of  court,  freight 
on  a  charter-party  is  allowed  to  be  joined  with  a  count  for  freight  pro 
raid  itineris  ;  and  such  two  counts  might  fairly  be  joined  with  a  third, 
on  a  special  agreement  to  pay  for  the  goods  carried.  Each  of  those 
counts  would  require  different  pleadings,  and  different  evidence  to  sup- 
port it.  So,  in  the  present  case,  the  three  sets  of  counts  are  founded  (m 
separate  and  distinct  rights, — the  first,  on  the  lex  mercatoria;  the 
second,  on  the  law  of  France ;  and  the  third,  on  the  special  agreement.*' 
And  Alderson,  B.,  said:  ^'  These  counts  certainly  do  not,  on  the  face 
of  themj  appear  to  be  in  violation  of  the  rule ;  although  it  may  probably 
turn  out  that  there  was,  in  point  of  fact,  but  one  contract  between  the 
parties."  That  case  was  confirmed  by  Cahoon  v.  Burfordj  18  M.  k  W. 
*7581  ^^^*  2  D.  &  L.  234,  *where  a  count  for  money  had  and  received 

was  allowed,  with  a  special  count  for  the  breach  of  warranty  of  a 
horse,  the  breach  alleged  being,  that  *^  the  horse  became  and  was  of  no 
value  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  to  expense  in 
and  about  the  feeding,  keeping,  and  taking  care  of  the  said  horse,  and 
returning  the  same  to  the  defendant.  There  Alderson,  B.,  said:  *^  The 
question  is,  does  it  appear,  on  the  face  of  the  second  county  that  it  is  for 
the  same  cause  of  action  as  the  first?  It  certainly  does  not;  and  it  is 
plain  that  the  two  counts  are  not  in  respect  of  the  same  cause  of  action; 
since  the  fijrst  is  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  warranty 
of  a  horse,  but  the  second  is,  to  recover  money  paid  to  the  defendant, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  paid  on  a  consideration  which  has  failed. 
That  count  is  for  the  price  of  the  horse  ;  whereas,  the  preceding  count 
is  for  unascertained  damage,  the  true  measure  of  which  may,  in  some 
degree,  be  the  price  of  the  horse."  Bvimer  v.  Bousfieldy  16  Law 
Journ.  N.  S.,  Q.  B.  287,  is  to  the  same  effect.  In  Vaughan  v.  Olenn, 
5  M.  &  W.  677,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  896,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  first  count, 
declared  on  a  charter-party,  whereby  the  defendant  agreed  that  the  ship 
should  sail  to  Honduras,  and  there  take  on  board  a  cargo  of  mahogany, 
&c.,  and  proceed  to  London  or  Liverpool,  and  deliver  the  same  on  pay- 
ment of  freight, — assigning  for  breach,  that  part  of  the  cargo  was  not 
taken  on  board,  or  delivered,  according  to  the  agreement:  and  the 
second  count  alleged,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff  had  caused 
certain  goods  to  be  taken  to,  and  loaded  on  board,  the  defendant's  vessel, 
in  the  bay  of  Honduras,  to  be  carried  to  England,  &c.,  the  defendant  - 
promised  that  due  and  proper  care  should  be  taken  of  the  goods,  until  they 
*7591  ^^^^  loaded  on  board  the  vessel, — assigning  for  ^breach  that,  whilst 

the  goods  were  in  the  defendant's  custody,  to  be  loaded  on  board  the 
vessel,  they  were  lost :  and  it  was  held  that  these  counts  contained  dis- 
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tinct  sabject-matters  of  complaint.  [Cresbwbll,  J.  Here,  each  count 
is  founded  on  the  same  trespass.]  So,  each  count,  in  CHJbert  v.  HalcBy 
and  Cnhoan  v.  Burfordy  was  founded  on  the  same  identical  contract. 
[CoLTMAN,  J.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  fails  at  the  trial  to  prove  the  latter 
part  of  the  second  count  ?]  In  that  case,  he  would  fail  altogether  to 
substantiate  his  right  to  double  value  under  the  statute.  [Grbbswbll,  J. 
Might  you  not  recover  under  the  second  count,  damages  for  a  simple 
trespass  ?  Is  not  that  in  effect  a  count  for  a  trespass  accompanied  by 
circumstances  of  aggravation  ?  Suppose  you  were  to  allege  any  other 
pretence,  and  failed  to  prove  it,  what  would  be  the  consequence  T]  Upon  a 
count  in  debt  for  double  value,  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  single  value. 
Ireland  v.  Johnson,  1  N.  C.  162,  4  M.  &  Scott,  706 ;  MoHers  v.  JParm, 
1  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  715.  [Oresswell,  J.  In  the  case  you  put,  the  plaintiff 
does  not  claim  a  compensation  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  premises ; 
but  he  seeks  to  recover  a  penalty  for  holding  over  without  any  contract. 
Wilde,  C.  J.  Suppose  it  should  turn  out  that  you  are  not  entitled  to 
recover,  under  the  second  count,  for  a  simple  trespass,  are  you  not  still 
within  the  express  terms  of  the  rule,  that  '^  several  counts  in  trespass, 
for  acts  committed  at  the  same  time  and  place,  are  not  to  be  allowed  ?" 

1  thmk  you  are  bound  by  that  rule,  even  though  the  consequences  you 
apprehend  should  follow.  I  think,  however,  the  plaintiff  may  recover 
under  the  second  count  all  he  could  recover  under  the  first.]  It  is  pos- 
sible that  there  may  be  two  distinct  causes  of  action  arising  out  of  the 
same  act  of  trespass.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  expression  used  in  the  rule, 
is,  *<^  subject-matter  of  complaint."]  The  gist  of  the  charge  mqq 
in  the  second  count,  is,  the  sale,  which  is  a  transaction  subsequent  '- 

to  the  trespass  charged  in  the  first  count, — an  offence  against  the  statute. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  The  cause  of  action  is,  the  distress  and  sale.]  The 
sale  is  a  new  and  continuing  trespass. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  question  for  us  to  consider  is,  whether  the  joining 
of  the  two  counts  in  this  case,  is  an  apparent  violation  of  the  5th  rule 
of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4.  That  rule  provides,  that  ^^  several  counts  shall 
not  be  allowed,  unless  a  distinct  subject-matter  of  complaint  is  intended 
to  be  established  in  respect  of  each;"  therefore,  "counts  founded  on 
one  and  the  same  principal-matter  of  complaint,  but  varied  in  statement, 
description,  or  circumstances  only,  are  not  to  be  allowed :"  and  one  of 
the  examples  given,  is,  that  ^^  several  counts  in  trespass,  for  acts  com- 
mitted at  the  same  time  and  place,  are  not  to  be  allowed."  It  is  conceded 
that  there  has  been  but  one  single  act  of  trespass  here:  but  it  is  insisted 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  retain  the  two  counts,  inasmuch  as  he 
might,  under  the  second,  recover  aggravated  damages  under  the  statute 

2  W.  &;  M.  sesB.  1,  c.  5,  s.  5.  The  second  count,  however,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  is  little  more  than  a  statement  of  the  same  trespass  as  is  charged  in 
the  first  count,  with  the  addition  of  special  damage.  The  effect  cf  the 
second  count  is  the  same  as  if  the  statute  did  not  exist.    I  think  the 

VOL.  v.— 60  2r2 
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plaintiff  may,  under  that  count,  recover  precisely  the  same  as  he  could 
under  the  first,  even  though  he  should  fail  to  prove  the  latter  part  of  it 
I  therefore  think  the  order  of  my  brother  Cresswell  uras  correct 

Cbbsbwell,  J.  When  the  matter  was  before  me  at  chambers,  I 
thought  the  case  differed  from  those  cited.  In  CHXbert  v.  ffaleSj  there 
*7611  ^^^^  three  different  causes  of  ^action ;  three  separate  and  distinct 
-^  contracts.  The  case  of  double  value  is  distinguishable,  upon  the 
ground  I  have  already  pointed  out.  In  the  case  of  counts  for  freight 
upon  a  charter-party,  and  for  freight  pro  ratd  ttineris^  upon  a  contract 
implied  by  law,  the  distinction  is  obvious ;  the  one  proceeds  upon  the 
ground  that  the  contract  contained  in  the  charter-party  has  been  fulfilled; 
the  other  upon  the  ground  that  it  has  not.  In  the  present  case,  there 
was  but  one  trespass,— one  seizure  and  sale  of  the  goods.  That  which 
is  called  a  second  trespass,  is,  in  truth,  mere  circumstance  and  aggrar 
vation. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 


MCHARD  HENRY  TOLSON  v.  HUGH,  Bishop  of  CARLISLE, 
MARY  BALLANTINE  DYKES,  Widow,  and  JOSEPH  BALLAN- 
TINE  DYKES,  Clerk.    ApnlYI. 

To  a  plea  in  quart  impedU,  the  plaintifT replied  travernng  a  material  allegation  in  the  plea,  and 
adding  another  diatinct  replication.  The  court  ordered  the  second  replication  to  be  atrock 
out,  with  coBta. 

QxTARB  IMPBDIT,  of  the  presentation  to  the  vicarage  of  Bridekirke, 
odtemise  Brydekirke,  in  the  connty  of  Cnmherland  and  in  the  diocese  of 
Carlisle. 

The  declaration  consisted  of  six  counts. 

The  bishop  disclaimed. 

The  other  defendants  pleaded  fort j-seven  pleas,  (a)  The  forty-sixth,— 
which  was  founded  upon  the  3  &;  4  W.  4,  c,  27,  s.  SO,(i) — ^was  as  fol- 
•TfiSI  ^^^^ ' — "  ^^^  ^^^  *  *fiirther  plea  in  this  behalf,  the  said  M.  B. 
J  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes  say  that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  have 
his  aforesaid  action  against  them,  because  they  say  that  this  action  was 
brought  after  the  81st  of  December,  1888,  and  that  theretofore,  to  wit, 

(a)  Aa  to  this  multiplicity  of  pleaa,  in  quare  impedU^  aee  GuXley  ▼.  TkB  Biskop  of  Exeter,  4 
fiingh.  525,  2  M.  &  P.  106. 

(5)  Which  enaeta,  "  that,  after  the  Slat  of  Decemher,  1633,  no  perion  ahall  bring  anjr  fiM» 
tRpedtt,  or  other  action,  or  any  suit,  to  enforce  a  right  to  preaent  or  to  bestow  any  charcb, 
vicarage,  or  other  ecclesiastical  benefice,  aa  the  patron  thereof,  after  the  expiration  of  such  period 
aa  hereinafter  mentioned,  that  ia  to  aay,  the  period  during  which  three  clerks  in  anceessioB  iM 
have  held  the  same,  all  of  whom  ahall  have  obtained  possession  thereof  adversely  to  the  right 
of  presentation  or  gift  of  such  person,  or  of  some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  if  the  times 
of  such  incumbencies,  taken  together,  ahall  amount  to  the  Ml  period  of  sixty  yesrs ;  and,  if  the 
time  of  such  incumbendea  ahall  not  together  amount  to  the  full  period  of  aixty  yean,  thto 
after  the  expiration  of  such  further  time  aa  with  the  timea  of  such  incumbenciea,  will  make  op 
the  full  period  of  aixty  yeara." 
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on  the  18th  of  April,  1720,  in  the  ootinty  aforesaid,  a  certain  clerk,  to 
wit,  one  John  Harrison,  was  presented  to  the  said  vicarage,  then  being 
yacant,  to  wit,  by  one  B.  Lamplngh,  and  that  the  said  John  Harrison 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  npon  such  pre- 
sentation, was  admitted,  instituted,  and  inducted  into  the  same  vicarage, 
then  being  yacant,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  obtained  posses- 
sion thereof;  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  80th  of  May,  1755,  in 
the  county  aforesaid,  a  certain  other  clerk,  to  wit,  one  John  Bell,  was 
presented  to  the  said  vicarage,  then  being  vacant,  to  wit,  by  one  B.  Lamp- 
logh,  Esq.,  and  that  the  said  John  Bell  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  upon  such  presentation  as  last  aforesaid, 
admitted,  instituted,  and  inducted  into  the  same  vicarage,  then  being 
yacant,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  obtained  possession  thereof; 
and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  8d  of  August,  1795,  in  the  county 
aforesaid,  a  certain  other  clerk,  to  wit,  one  H.  A.  Harvey,  was  presented 
to  the  said  vicarage,  then  bebg  vacant,  by  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes,  and 


that  *the  said  H.  A.  Harvey  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
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and  year  last  aforesaid,  upon  such  presentation  as  last  aforesaid, 
admitted,  instituted,  and  inducted  into  the  same  vicarage,  then  being 
vacant,  to  wit,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  obtamed  possession  thereof; 
and  that,  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  to 
wit,  on  tiie  4th  of  November,  1848,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  a  certain 
other  clerk,  to  wit,  the  defendant  J.  B.  Dykes,  was  presented  to  the  said 
vicarage,  then  being  vacant,  by  the  defendant  M,  B.  Dykes,  and  that 
the  said  J.  B.  Dykes  was  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesftid,  upon  such  presentation  as  last  aforesaid,  admitted,  instituted, 
and  inducted  into  the  same  vicarage,  then  being  vacant,  to  wit,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  and  obtained  possession  thereof:  And  the  said  M.  B. 
Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes  further  say  that  the  said  several  clerks  in  this 
plea  mentioned  have  held  the  said  vicarage  in  succession,  that  is  to  say, 
John  Bell  next  after  the  said  John  Harrison,  the  said  H.  A.  Harvey 
next  after  the  said  John  Bell,  and  the  said  J.  B.  Dykes  next  after  the 
said  H,  A.  Harvey ;  and  that  the  defendant  J.  B.  Dykes  so  obtained 
possession  of  the  said  vicarage  adversely  to  the  right  of  presentation  or 
gift  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  said  John  Harrison,  John  Bell,  and 
H.  A.  Harvey,  in  this  plea  mentioned  respectively,  so  as  aforesaid  ob- 
tained possession  of  the  said  vicarage  each  of  them  adversely  to  the  right 
of  presentation  or  gift  of  some  person  then,  at  the  time  of  his  so  obtaining 
possession,  living,  and  through  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  in  this  action, 
to  wit,  to  be  entitled  to  present  to  the  said  vicarage:  And  the  said  M. 
B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes  ftirther  say  that  the  times  of  such  incum- 
bencies in  this  plea  mentioned,  taken  together,  amounted  to  the  ftdl 
period  of  sixty  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit;" — ^verifica* 
tion  and  prayer  of  judgment. 
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^  -.  ♦The  forty-seventh  plea  was  substantially  the  same  as  the 
-■  forty-sixth,  but  founded  on  the  33d  section  of  the  same  8tatute.(a) 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  upon,  or  traversed,  all  the  pleas  except  the 
forty-sixth  and  forty-seventh. 

The  replication  to  the  forty-sixth  plea  was  as  follows :  "  And,  as  to 
the  forty-sixth  plea  of  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes,  the  said 
R.  H.  Tolson  says,  that,  by  reason  of  anything  in  that  plea  alleged,  he 
ought  not  to  be  barred  from  having  his  aforesaid  action  against  the  said 
M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes,  because  he  says  that  the  said  John  Har- 
rison was  not  presented  to  the  said  vicarage  by  the  said  R.  Lamplugh 
modo  et  farmd;  and  this  he  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  prays  may  be 
inquired  of  by  the  country :  And  for  a  further  answer  in  this  behalf  to 
the  forty-sixth  plea  of  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes  pleaded 
to  the  sixth  count  of  the  declaration,  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  says,  that, 
by  reason  of  anything  in  that  plea  alleged,  he  ought  not  to  be  barred 
from  having  his  aforesaid  action  against  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B. 
Dykes,  because  he  says  that  R.  H.  Tolson  being  seised  of  the  manor  of 
Brydekirke,  otherwise  Bridekirke,  in  the  county  of  Cumberland,  for 
upwards  of  twenty-seven  years  last  past,  by  decretal  *order  of 
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the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  bearing  date  the  9th  of  August, 


1820,  and  which  manor  of  Brydekirke,  &;c.,  by  virtue  of  a  grant  from 
King  Henry  the  JBighth,  bearing  date  the  29th  of  July,  in  the  thirty- 
fifth  year  of  his  reign,  was  granted  to  Henry  Tolson,  therein  named, 
and  his  heirs,  for  ever ;  and  which  Henry  Tolson  was  the  great-grand- 
father's father  of  Richard  Tolson,  who  is  first  named  in  the  said  first 
count ;  by  which  grant  the  said  vicarage  became  and  was  an  appendage 
to  the  said  manor  of  Brydekirke,  otherwise  Bridekirke,  aforesaid :  and 
the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  says  he  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  bringing  the 
aforesaid  action  in  pursuance  to  the  statute,  heretofore,  and  after  the 
passing  of  the  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  seventh  year 
of  the  reign  of  her  late  Majesty,  Queen  Anne,  intituled  ^^  An  act  to 
preserve  the  rights  of  parties  to  advowsons,"  which  enacts  that  no 
usurpation  upon  any  avoidance  in  any  church,  vicarage,  or  other  eccle- 
siastical promotion,  shall  displace  the  estate  or  interest  of  any  person 
entitled  to  the  advowson  or  patronage  thereof,  or  turn  it  to  a  right,  but 
he  or  she  that  would  have  had  a  right,  if  no  usurpation  had  been,  may 
present,  or  maintain  his  or  her  quare  impedit  upon  the  next  or  any  other 

(a)  Which  provides  and  enacts,  '*  that,  after  the  said  31st  of  December,  1833,  no  persra  shall 
bring  any  quare  impedit,  or  other  action,  or  any  suit  to  enforce  a  right  to  present  to,  or  bestow 
any  ecclesiastical  benefice,  as  the  patron  thereof,  after  the  expiration  of  one  hundred  years  from 
the  time  at  which  a  clerk  ahall  have  obtained  possession  of  such  benefice  adversely  to  the  right 
of  presentation  or  gift  of  such  person,  or  of  some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  or  of  sons 
person  entitled  to  some  preceding  estate  or  interest,  or  undivided  share,  or  alternate  right  of 
presentation  or  gift,  held  or  derived  under  the  same  title,  unless  a  clerk  shall  subseqaentlybaiN 
•btained  possession  of  such  benefice  on  the  presentstion  or  gift  of  the  person  so  dsimiog,  eref 
some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  or  of  some  other  person  entitled  in  respect  of  an  estste, 
share,  or  right  held  or  derived  under  the  same  title." 
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aYoidance,  if  disturbed,  notwithstanding  such  usurpation,  the  said  church 
of  Brydekirke^  &;c.,  aforesaid,  being  full  at  the  time  of  the  title  of  the 
said  R.  H.  Tolson  accrued,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  June,  1815,  he  could 
not  be  barred  from  having  his  aforesaid  action  against  the  said  M.  B. 
Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes ;  and  moreover  that  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  was 
so  seised  thereof,  that  the  said  advowson  was  an  appendant,  and  still  is 
appendant  to  the  aforesaid  manor  of  Brydekirke,  &c.,  is  sufficient  in  law 
to  reduce  the  said  advowson,  being  an  appendant  to  the  demesnes  of  the 
aforesaid  manor,  into  actual  possession,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the 
first  count  alleged ;  and  this  the  said  B.  H.  Tolson  is  ready  to  verify : 
And,  '''further,  as  to  the  forty-sixth  plea  of  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  r*»Tgg 
and  J.  B.  Dykes,  the  said  B.  H.  Tolson  says,  that,  by  reason  of  ^ 
anything  in  that  plea  alleged,  he  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  having 
his  aforesaid  action  against  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes, 
because  he  says  that,  on  or  before  the  81st  of  December,  1833,  and 
before  the  presentation  of  the  last  incumbent  (the  said  Rev.  J.  B. 
Dykes)  to  the  said  vicarage  in  the  pleadings  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
to  wit,  on  the  8d  of  December,  1829,  he  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  did  lodge 
with  the  Bishop  of  Carlisle  a  caveat  or  protest  against  the  inducting  by 
the  said  Bishop  of  Carlisle,  of  any  person  or  clerk  whatsoever  upon  the 
presentation  or  nomination  of  any  person  or  party  whatsoever  to  the 
vicarage  of  the  parish  church  of  Brydekirke,  otherwise  Bridekirke 
aforesaid,  [setting  it  out :]  and  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  avers  that  he  did, 
on  the  29th  of  May,  1831,  further  deliver  to  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of 
Carlisle  a  further  caveat  or  protest,  in  similar  words,  or  to  the  same 
effect,  as  the  last-mentioned  caveat  or  protest,  for  by  reason  whereof  the 
said  R.  H.  Tolson  says  that  such  caveats  and  protests  being  duly  lodged 
with  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Carlisle  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preventing 
or  hindering  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes,  and  other  persons, 
from  presenting  and  inducting  their  clerk  to  the  vicarage  church 
of  Brydekirke  aforesaid :  And  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  says,  that,  by 
reason  of  anything  in  the  forty-sixth  plea  alleged,  he  ought  not  to 
be  barred  from  having  his  aforesaid  action  against  the  said  M.  B. 
Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes,  because  he  says  that  the  said  John  Har- 
rison, John  Bell,  and  H.  A.  Harvey,  or  any  other  three  clerks,  is 
not  necessary  for  a  period  of  sixty  years,  they  were  not  in  adverse 
possession  of  the  said  vicarage,  as  alleged  in  the  said  forty-sixth  plea, 
for  that  the  said  John  Harrison  was  presented  to  his  said  incum- 
bency of  Brydekirke  aforesaid,  by  the  said  Henry  Tolson,  and  not 
*by  the  said  R.  Lamplugh,  and  because  the  presentation  of  the  r^>jMf 
said  John  Bell  to  the  said  incumbency  of  Brydekirke  aforesaid  ^ 
was  upon  the  petition  of  the  parishioners  of  the  parish  of  Brydekirke 
aforesaid  to  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Carlisle,  and  not  by  the  said  R.  Lamplugh, 
and  because  the  said  presentation  of  the  said  H.  A.  Harvey  to  the  said 
incumbency  of  Brydekirke  aforesaid,  was  by  the  presentation  of  the 
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parishioners  of  the  parish  of  BrydeldriEe  aforesaid  to  the  Lord  Bishop 
of  Carlisle,  and  not  by  the  said  defendant  M.  B.  Dykes,  and  the  said 
incumbency  of  H.  A.  Harvey  afterwards,  by  the  said  defendant  M.  B. 
Dykes,  was  usurpation  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 
act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of 
Queen  Anne ;  and  because  during  the  incumbency  and  usurpation  of  the 
said  H.  A.  Harvey  aforesaid,  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  instituted  a  suit  in 
the  High  court  of  Chancery  against  J.  D.  B.  Dykes  and  M.  B.  Dykes, 
his  wife  (being  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  herein  mentioned),  who  duly  put  in 
their  answers  on  the  27th  of  October,  1823,  and  the  last-mentioned  J. 
D.  B.  Dykes  departed  this  life  on  the  29th  of  December,  1830,  and  on 
that  occasion  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  filed  his  bill  of  revivor  of  the  26th 
of  April,  1832,  against  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes,  his  widow,  and  F.  L.  B. 
Dykes,  his  son  and  heir ;  and  they,  the  said  M.  B.  Dykes  and  F.  L.  B. 
Dykes,  duly  put  in  their  answers  to  the  said  bill  of  revivor  on  the  5th 
of  September,  1845,  whereby  the  matter  is  ^pendente  liUj  for  that, 
during  the  incumbencies  of  the  said  three  clerks,  John  Harrison,  John 
Bell,  and  H.  A.  Harvey,  the  said  period  of  sixty  years  could  not  com- 
mence to  be  in  this  suit,  as  in  the  said  forty-sixth  pl^a  of  the  said  M.  B. 
Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes  is  respectively  alleged,  did  not  nor  have  not  nm, 
to  bar  the  said  R.  H.  Tolson  during  that  period,  and  whilst  the  said 
*^(K9C\  ^^^  ^  Chancery  were  *and  are  now  pending ;  and  this  the 

'  ^^J  said  B.  H.  Tolson  is  ready  to  verify/'(a) 

There  was  a  similar  replication  to  the  forty-seventh  plea. 

F.  RobvMonj  for  the  defendants  M.  B.  Dykes  and  J.  B.  Dykes,  in 
Hilary  term  last,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
why  the  replications  to  the  forty-sixth  and  forty-seventh  pleas  should 
not  respectively  be  set  aside,  or  why  the  whole  of  those  replications 
except  the  traverse  first  taken  by  each  of  them  respectively,  should  not 
be  set  aside,  with  costs. 

Manning,  Seijt.,  now  showed  cause.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the 
replications  to  the  forty-sixth  and  forty-seventh  pleas  are  objectionable 
«n  the  score  of  duplicity,(ft)  and  would  not  stand  the  test  of  a  special 
demurrer.  There  is,  however,  no  pretence  for  making  a  defect  in  the 
repUcations  the  ground  of  an  application  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  The  defendant  must  have  recourse  to  the  ordinary  remedy 
provided  by  the  practice  of  the  court.  In  Oriffith$  v.  ^ylety  1  B.  ft  P- 
418,  to  debt  for  an  escape,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  negligent  escape 
and  a  voluntary  return,  since  which  the  prisoner  had  been  safely  kept. 
The  plaintiff  in  his  replication  admitted  the  negligent  escape  and  volun- 
tary return,  but  alleged  that  the  prisoner  had  not  been  safely  kept  since 
that  time,  having  again  escaped,  and  that  this  was  a  different  escape 

(a)  This  special  matter  is  understood  to  have  been  added  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  after  tbi 
Teplication  had  been  drawn  by  a  special  pleader. 
9>)Mix  V.  E^etp,  Ce«tr.  P.  14,  H.  7,  lb.  26 ;  Plowd.  139,  240;  Hob.  127. 187.  815,  «5. 
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from  that  mentioned  in  the  plea,  and  was  the  same  escape  for  which  the 
action  waa  brought.  The  defendant  in  his  rejoinder  traversed  the 
^allegation  that  the  prisoner  had  not  been  safely  kept,  and  then  r^p^r^q 
pleaded  to  the  latter  part  of  the  replication,  as  to  a  new  assign-  ^ 
ment,  a  negligent  escape,  voluntary  return,  and  safe  keeping  since,  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  plea.  Le  Blancj  Serjt.,  for  the  plaintiff, 
moved  to  strike  out  the  latter  part  of  the  rejoinder,  contending  that  the 
defendant  had  pleaded  two  rejoinders,  which  he  could  not  do  even  with 
the  leave  of  the  court,  much  lees  without  it ;  and  that  it  was  like  the 
case  of  a  defendant  pleading  two  pleas,  without  the  leave  of  the  court, 
where  the  plaintiff  might  apply  to  the  court  to  strike  out  one  of  them. 
But  Etrb,  C.  J.,  said:  ^^ There  is  a  difference  between  this  case  and 
that  of  two  pleas  pleaded  without  leave  of  the  court :  the  two  pleas  are 
distinct  from  each  other :  this  is  but  one  rejoinder,  containing  double 
matter;  it  may  be.  a  subject  for  demurrer,  but  not  for  the  exerdse  of  the 
summary  jurisdiction  of  the  court."  The  replication  was  afterwards 
specially  demurred  to,  and  held  bad.  If  a  motion  of  this  sort  were 
allowed  to  prevail,  the  plaintiff  would  be  precluded  from  ur^g  any 
objections  to  the  pleas,  which  he  might  do  if  the  defendants  had 
adopted  the  ordinary  and  proper  course,  viz.,  of  demurring  to  the 
replications. 

jP.  jRoMiMon,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  plaintiff  in  each  of  these 
replications  seeks,  in  violation  of  all  the  rules  of  pleading,  to  set  up 
three  distinct  answers  to  the  pleas  to  which  they  are  respectively  pleaded ; 
and  that,  in  a  manner  that  is  informal  to  a  most  absurd  degree.  Oriffi^ 
V.  ^Us  was  a  totally  different  case. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  TUs  case  certainly  does  not  fall  within  the  mles  of 
Hilary  term,  4  W.  4,  by  which  pleadings  in  personal  actions  are  regu- 
lated :  but  those  rules,  at  all  events,  furnish  us  with  a  good  guide  for  the 
exercise  of  our  discretion.  These  replications  are  so  ^manifestly  r^^nf^r. 
contrary  to  the  general  course  and  practice  of  pleading,  that  I  I- 
can  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  they  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
stand.  Incumbering  the  record  with  matter  so  utterly  useless  and  imper- 
tinent, is  very  much  like  a  contempt  of  the  court.  I  think  the  least  we 
can  do,  is,  to  order  that  the  whole  of  the  replications  objected  to,  except 
the  traverse  first  taken  by  each^  shall  be  set  aside,  with  costs. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Rule  absolute  aooordingly. 


TOBY  V.  LOVIBOND.    April  15. 

By  n  order  of  reference,  a  Terdict  was  taken  Son  the  pltintiff,  damagee  5002.,  aobjeet  te  the 
award  of  a  berriater,  who  waa  empowered  to  direct  Uiat  a  yerdict  iriiould  be  entered  fiv  the 
plaintiff  or  the  defendant  aa  he  ahonld  think  proper,  and  to  whom  the  canae  and  all  mattera 
Hi  difimnee  batween  the  partiet  were  reftrrtd,— the  ooata  of  the  nit  to  abide  the  event  of 
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the  award,  &.c.  The  order  also  contained  the  usual  clause  precluding  the  parties  from  brwg' 
ing  any  writ  of  error,  &c. 

The  arbitrator,  by  his  award,  directed  that  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second 
and  fifth  issues,  and  on  all  the  other  issues  (some  going  to  the  whole  cause  of  action)  for 
the  defendant ;  and  he  assessed  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  issues  found  for  him 
at  1«.,  "  which  sum,  except  for  my  finding  upon  the  other  issues,  the  plaintiff  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  in  the  cause.*'  As  to  the  matters  in  difierenee,  he  awarded  that  neither 
party  had  any  claim  sgainst  the  other  in  respect  thereof;  and  he  directed  that  they  should 
each,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  other  of  them,  and  at  the  costs  of  the  party  requiring  the 
same,  sign  and  deliver  mutual  general  releases,  &c. 

One  of  the  matters  pressed  upon  the  arbitrator,  was,  that  two  of  the  pleas  (the  issues  upon  the 
rejoinders  to  the  replications  to  which  were  afterwards  found  for  the  defendant)  were  bad  in 
law,  and  he  was  requested,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  event  of  his  finding  those  pleas 
proved/  to  enter  judgment  for  him,  nono&ir/on^evefMftWo,— which  the  arbitrator  thought  he 
had  no  power  to  do,  and  which  he  did  not  do : — 

Heldf  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  enter  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  ;  that  the 
award  was  sufficiently  certain  in  respect  of  the  contingent  assessment  of  damages ;  and  that 
the  direction  as  to  mutual  releases  was  unobjectionable. 

Covenant,  by  the  father  of  an  apprentice,  against  his  master,  upon 
an  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  whereby  the  defendant  covenanted  with 
*7711   P^^^^^^   ^^  *teach  and  instruct  the  apprentice  in  the  art  or 

•I  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  and  to  find  him  sufficient 
meat,  drink,  medicine,  and  lodging,  as  one  of  his  own  family  during  the 
term.  Two  breaches  were  assigned  in  the  declaration: — first,  that  the 
defendant,  from  the  time  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  the  apprentice,  so  entered 
into  the  said  service  of  the  defendant,  during  the  said  term,  hitherto, 
did  not  nor  would,  although  the  defendant  was  oftentimes  during  the 
time  last  aforesaid,  requested  by  the  plaintiff  and  by  the  said  E.  J.  Toby 
so  to  do,  teach  or  instruct  his  said  apprentice  in  the  art  or  mystery  of 
an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  nor  had  he,  the  defendant,  during  that  time, 
taught  or  instructed  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  his  said  apprentice,  in  the  «dd 
art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  nor  did  nor  would  the 
defendant,  during  the  time  last  aforesaid,  cause,  nor  hath  he  caused,  the 
said  E.  J.  Toby,  his  said  apprentice,  to  be  taught  or  instructed  in  the 
said  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  as  he  ought  to  have 
done,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  his  said  covenant  in  that 
behalf;  but,  on  the  contrary  thereof,  the  defendant,  during  all  the  time 
aforesaid,  hitherto,  hath  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and  still  did 
neglect  and  refuse,  to  teach  or  instruct,  or  to  cause  the  said  E.  J.  Toby, 
his  said  apprentice,  to  be  taught  or  instructed,  in  the  said  art  or  mystery 
of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer ; — secondly,  that  the  defendant,  from  the 
time  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  so  entered  into  the  said  service  of  the  defend- 
ant as  aforesaid,  hitherto,  did  not  nor  would  find,  nor  had  he  found, 
unto  or  for  the  said  £.  J.  Toby,  the  said  apprentice,  sufficient,  or  any, 
^^^-  meat,  "^drink,  medicine,  and  lodging,  as  one  of  his  the  defendant's 

^  own  family,  as  he  ought  to  have  done,  according  to  the  form  and 
effect  of  his  said  covenant  in  that  behalf;  but  that  the  defendant,  during 
all  the  time  last  aforesaid,  hitherto,  had  wholly  neglected  and  refiised, 
and  still  refused  and  neglected,  so  to  do,  or  to  find  any  meat,  drink, 
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medicine,  or  lodging  whatsoever  for  his  said  apprentice,  contrary  to  the 
said  indenture,  and  the  said  covenant  of  the  defendant  in  that  behalf 
made  as  aforesaid. 

Pleas,  first — as  to  so  much  of  the  first  breach  as  related  to  the  not 
teaching  or  instracting  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  or  causing  him  to  be  taught 
and  instructed  in  the  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer  for 
part  of  the  said  time  in  that  breach  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  from  the 
time  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  so  entered  into  the  said  service  of  the  defend- 
ant as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  until  and  upon  the  4th  of  July, 
1846 — that  he,  the  defendant,  did,  during  all  the  time  last  aforesaid, 
teach  and  instruct,  and  cause  to  be  taught  and  instructed,  the  said  E.  J. 
Toby,  his  said  apprentice,  in  the  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter 
brewer,  according  to  the  form  and  efiect  of  his  said  covenant  in  that 
behalf;  concluding  to  the  country. 

Secondly — as  to  so  much  of  the  breach  of  covenant  first  above 
assigned,  as  related  to  the  not  teaching  or  instructing  the  said  E.  J. 
Toby,  or  causmg  him  to  be  taught  or  instructed,  in  the  art  or  mystery 
of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  for  the  residue  of  the  said  time  in  the  said 
first  breach  mentioned — ^that  the  defendant,  during  all  the  time  last 
aforesaid,  was  ready  and  willing  to  teach  and  instruct,  and  cause  to  be 
taught  and  instructed,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  in  the  art  and  mystery  of 
an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  according  to  the  form  and  effect  of  the  said 
covenant  of  the  defendant  in  that  behalf,  but  that  the  said  E.  J.  Toby 
did  not  nor  would,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  during 
the  said  term  therein  ^mentioned,  faithfully  and  duly  serve  the  p«,*,-o 
defendant  as  an  apprentice  in  his  said  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  *- 
and  porter  brewer,  but  afterwards,  and  during  the  said  term,  to  wit,  on 
the  said  4th  of  July,  1846,  aforesaid,  without  the  permission  of  the 
defendant,  absented,  and  wholly  withdrew  himself  from  the  service  of 
the  defendant  in  his  said  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer, 
and  thenceforth  hitherto  had  remained  and  continued,  and  still  remained 
and  continued  absent  therefrom;  whereby,  during  all  the  time  last 
aforesaid,  the  defendant  was  prevented  from  teaching  and  instructing, 
and  causing  to  be  taught  and  instructed,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  in  the 
said  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  as  he,  the  defendant, 
otherwise  would  have  done ;  verification. 

Thirdly — as  to  the  same  portion  of  the  first  breach  as  in  the  second 
plea — that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  after  the  said 
£.  J.  Toby  so  entered  into  the  said  service  of  the  defendant  as  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  30th  of  March,  1846,  aforesaid, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  said  4th 
of  July,  1846,  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  as  such  apprentice 
as  aforesaid,  received  from,  and  was  intrusted  by,  divers  customers  of 
him  the  defendant,  with  divers  sums  of  money  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  his  said  master,  that  is  to  say,  &c.,  &c.  (enumerating  them, 
VOL.  v.— 61  2  S 
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with  the  names  of  the  several  parties) ;  that  he,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby, 
on  the  several  days  and  times  last  aforesaid,  neglected  and  refused  to 
render  to  the  defendant  a  proper  or  any  accoimt  of  the  said  moneys 
so  received  by  him  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and, 
on  the  contrary  thereof,  he  the  said  E,  J.  Toby,  so  being  such  apprentice 
as  aforesaid,  and  having  received  and  taken  into  his  possession  the  said 
last-mentioned  moneys  for  and  in  the  name  and  on  account  of  the  said 
defendant,  his  said  master,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
**T7d.i  *^^^  aforesaid,  the  said  last-mentioned  moneys  respectively  did 
•J  fraudulently  and  feloniously  embezzle  and  steal ;  and  that  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on  the  said  4th  of  July,  1846,  aforesaid,  he,  the  defend- 
ant, did  discover  that  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  had  been  and  was  guilty  of 
embezzling  the  said  last-mentioned  moneys ;  wherefore,  he,  the  defend- 
ant, did  then  refuse  any  longer  to  keep  or  continue  the  said  E.  J.  Toby 
in  his  said  service  and  employ  as  such  apprentice,  or  to  continue  any 
longer  to  teach  and  instruct,  or  cause  to  be  taught  or  instructed,  him, 
the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  in  the  said  art  or  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter 
brewer,  as  he,  the  defendant,  otherwise  would  have  done;  and  as  he 
lawfully  might  for  the  cause  in  that  plea  mentioned ;  verification. 

The  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas,  to  the  second  breach,  were  similar 
to  the  first,  second,  and  third,  respectively. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  fourth  pleas,  and  replied 
de  injurid  to  the  third  and  sixth.  To  the  second  and  fifth,  respectively, 
he  replied — that,  after  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  so  absented  and  withdrew 
himself  from  the  said  service  of  the  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  during 
the  said  term  in  the  indenture  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  5th  of  July,  1846,  he,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby, 
returned  to  the  defendant,  and  then,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
afterwards  during  the  said  term,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
Bttit,  tendered  and  offered  himself  to  the  defendant  to  serve  and  obey 
him,  the  defendant,  as  such  apprentice,  and  was  then,  on  the  said  several 
days  and  times  last  aforesaid,  and  always  afterwards  during  the  said 
term,  hitherto,  ready  and  willing,  and  offered  to  the  defendant  then,  for 
and  during  the  residue  of  the  said  term,  faithfully  and  duly  to  serve  the 
defendant,  as  such  apprentice,  in  the  defendant's  art  and  mystery  of  an 
*77ni  ^^^  ^^^  porter  brewer,  and  to  perform  all  things  in  "^the  said 
^  indenture  contained  on  his  part  to  be  performed ;  and  that  the 
said  E.  J.  Toby,  on  the  said  several  days  and  times  in  this  replication 
mentioned,  requested  the  defendant  to  receive  him,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby, 
into  his,  the  defendant's,  service  as  such  apprentice,  and  to  continue  to 
teach  and  instruct  him,  and  to  cause  him  to  be  taught  and  instructed,  in 
the  said  art  and  mystery  of  an  ale  and  porter  brewer,  for  the  residue 
of  the  said  term,  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned ;  but  that  the  defend- 
ant then,  to  wit,  on  the  said  5th  of  July,  1846,  and  on  the  said  several 
days  and  times  in  that  replication  mentioned,  before  the  commencement 
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of  this  suit,  wholly  refased,  then,  or  at  any  other  time,  to  receive  back 
the  said  E.  J.  Toby  in  his,  the  defendant's,  service  as  such  apprentice, 
and  then  wholly  refused  to  teach  and  instruct  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  or  to 
cause  him,  the  said  E.  J.  Toby,  to  be  instructed  in  the  said  art  and 
mystery,  according  to  the  covenant  of  the  defendant  in  the  said  inden- 
ture in  that  behalf;  verification. 

Rejoinder,  taking  issue  on  the  replications  to  the  third  and  sixth  pleas, 
and  traversing  the  replications  to  the  second  and  fifth  pleas.  Issue 
thereon. 

The  cause  came  on  for  trial  before  Wilde,  G.  J.,  at  the  sittings  at 
Westminster  after  Easter  term,  1847,  when  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the 
plaintiff,  by  consent,  damages  500?.,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister. 
The  terms  of  the  order  of  nisi  prius  were  these : — "  to  direct  tJiat  a  ver- 
dict shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff y  or  the  defendant,  as  he  shall  think 
proper,  and  to  whom  (the  barrister)  this  cause,  and  all  matters  in  difier- 
ence  between  the  said  parties,  are  hereby  referred,  so  as  the  said 
arbitrator  shall  make  and  duly  publish  his  award  in  writing,  of  and  con- 
cerning the  matters  in  difference,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  said  parties, 
pr  to  either  of  them,  or,  if  they,  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  dead  before 
the  making  of  the  said  award,  to  their  •respective  personal  repre-  r^c^^g 
sentatives  who  shall  require  the  same,  on  or  before  the  fourth  ^ 
day  of  Michaelmas  term  next  ensuing  the  day  of  the  date  of  this  order, 
or  on  or  before  any  other  day  to  which  the  said  arbitrator  shall,  by 
any  writing  under  Us  hand,  from  time  to  time,  enlarge  the  time  for 
making  his  said  award :  And,  by  the  like  consent,  it  is  also  ordered  that 
the  said  arbitrator  shall  be  at  liberty,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  to  examine 
the  parties  to  this  suit  upon  oath,  jcc,  &c. :  And,  by  the  same  consent,  it 
is  also  ordered  that  the  costs  of  the  said  suit,  to  be  taxed,  shall  abide  the 
event  of  the  said  award  to  be  made  and  published  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  costs  of  the  reference  and  award,  to  be  taxed,  shall  be  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  said  arbitrator:  And,  by  the  like  consent,  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  the  said  parties,  on  their  respective  parts,  in  all  things  stand  to, 
obey,  abide  by,  perform,  fulfil,  and  keep,  the  award,  order,  arbitrament, 
final  end,  and  determination  of  the  said  arbitrator,  so  to  be  made  and 
published  as  aforesaid;  and  that  neither  of  the  said  parties  shall  bring 
or  prosecute  any  writ  of  error,  or  any  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in  equity 
against  the  said  arbitrator,  or  against  each  other,  of  or  concerning  the 
matters  referred  by  this  order ;  and  that,  if  either  party  shall,  by 
affected  delay,  or  otherwise,  prevent  the  arbitrator  from  making  an  award, 
he  or  they  shall  pay  such  costs  to  the  other  as  the  said  court  of  Common 
Pleas  shall  think  reasonable :  And,  by  the  like  consent,  it  is  also  ordered, 
that  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause  men- 
tioned shall  be  cancelled ;  and  that  the  said  arbitrator  shall  by  his  award 
order  and  direct  what  shall  be  done  by  the  parties  respectively,  except 
that  he  is  not  to  have  power  to  order  the  defendant  to  take  E.  J.  Toby 
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into  hifl  service  again :  And,  by  the  like  consent,  it  is  also  ordered  that 
the  defendant  shall  not  interfere  with  the  said  E.  J.  Toby  entering  into 
any  other  service,"  &c. 
•n*r*n       *^^^  arbitrator,  on  the  14th  of  January,  1848,  made  his  award, 

J  as  follows: — "I  do  hereby  award,  order,  and  adjudge,  as  to  the 
said  cause,  that  the  verdict  now  entered,  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  two 
several  issues  in  the  said  cause  arising  respectively  upon  the  rejoinders 
of  the  defendant  to  the  replications  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  second  and 
fifth  pleas  of  the  defendant,  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff;  and  that  all  the 
other  issues  in  the  said  cause,  be  entered  for  the  defendant :  And  I  do 
hereby  assess  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the  said  two  several 
issues  which  I  have  ordered  to  be  entered  for  him,  at  the  sum  of  l8., 
which  said  sum,  except  for  my  finding  upon  the  other  issues,  the  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  the  said  cause :  And,  as  to  the  said  mat- 
ters in  difference,  I  do  award,  order,  and  determine,  that  neither  of  the 
said  parties  hath  any  claim,  right,  title,  or  cause  of  action  whatsoever 
against  the  other  of  them,  in  respect  of  any  matters  in  difference 
referred  to  me :  And  I  do  order  and  direct  that  the  said  parties  respec- 
tively, shall  and  do,  each,  upon  the  requisition  of  the  other  of  them, 
and  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  party  requiring  the  same,  sign,  seal, 
and  as  their  respective  acts  and  deeds  deliver,  each  unto  the  other  of 
them,  mutual  general  releases  in  writing,  of  all  and  all  manner  of  actions 
and  causes  of  action,  controversies,  claims,  and  demands,  of  what  kind 
soever,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world  until  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  order  of  reference :  And,  as  to  the  costs  of  this  reference 
and  award,  I  do  award,  order,  and  determine,  that  each  of  the  said  par- 
ties shall  bear  and  pay  his  own  costs  incurred  by  him  in  and  about  the 
said  reference ;  and  that  the  costs  of  this  award  be  borne  and  paid  by 
the  said  parties  in  equal  moieties ;  and  that,  if  either  of  the  said  parties 
shall  pay  the  whole  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up  this  my  award, 
then  I  direct  that  the  other  of  them  shall  repay  one  moiety  of  the  said 
•TTftT  ^^^^^  **^  *^®  pj^rty  80  taking  up  this  my  award,  when  and  so  soon 

-I  as  the  costs  of  the  said  cause  shall  have  been  taxed." 
Prentice^  in  Hilary  term  last,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a 
rule,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  award  should  not 
be  set  aside,  on  the  grounds, — ^first,  that  the  arbitrator  did  not  award 
and  adjudicate  or  decide  upon  a  matter  brought  before  him  under  the 
order  of  reference,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment  non 
obstante  veredicto  upon  each  of  the  issues  raised  on  the  third  and  sixth 
pleas ;  secondly,  that  the  award  left  it  doubtful  whether  that  matter  had 
been  so  adjudicated  upon  and  decided ;  thirdly,  that  the  said  award  was 
bad  upon  the  face  of  it,  as  appeared  therefrom,  and  from  the  pleadings; 
fourthly,  that  the  said  third  and  sixth  pleas  were  each  of  them  manifestly 
bad  non  obstante  veredicto;  fifthly,  that  the  award  was  bad  upon  the  face 
of  it,  for  awarding  to  the  plaintiff  one  shilling  damages,  as  it  was  oncer- 
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tain  therefrom  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  one  shilling, 
and,  if  he  was,  how  he  was  to  recover  it ;  sixthly,  that  the  award  was 
bad  and  uncertain  upon  the  face  of  it,  for  awarding  mutual  releases  to 
be  executed  between  the  parties,  which  was  an  excess  of  authority  on 
the  part  of  the  arbitrator ;  seventhly,  that  the  award  was  bad,  and  not 
final,  because  it  awarded  mutual  releases  between  the  parties,  without 
showing  in  what  form  and  manner,  and  when,  such  releases  were  to  be 
executed  :  and  also  why  the  order  of  nisi  prius,  &c.,  should  not  be 
rescinded,  and  the  verdict  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had ;  or  why  judg- 
ment should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issues  raised  on  the 
third  and  sixth  pleas,  non  obstante  veredicto. 

The  a£Sdavit  upon  which  the  motion  was  founded,  stated,  that,  at  one 
of  the  meetings  before  the  arbitrator,  *the  plaintiff's  counsel  sub-  p^,.,-Q 
mitted,  as  a  matter  for  the  decision  and  consideration  of  the  ^ 
arbitrator  under  the  order  of  reference,  that  the  third  and  sixth  pleas 
were  bad  in  point  of  law,  and  that  each  of  them  would  be  bad  non 
obstante  veredicto  ;  that  the  defendant's  counsel  admitted  that  the  pleas 
were  bad,  but  contended  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  consider  the 
sufficiency  of  the  pleas,  or  to  give  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto^  or  to 
arrest  the  judgment ;  that  the  arbitrator  was  formally  requested  to  give 
judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  upon  each  of  those  issues,  in  case  he 
should  find  the  pleas  proved  in  point  of  fact,  and  should  so  award ;  and 
that  the  arbitrator  intimated,  that,  in  his  opinion,  he  had  no  power  to 
give  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  if  either  of  the  pleas  was  bad  in 
point  of  law  and  offered  no  defence  to  the  action ;  but  said  that  he  would 
endeavour  so  to  frame  his  award,  that  the  party  against  whom  he  should 
decide  upon  this  point,  might  be  in  a  situation  to  take  the  opinion  of  the 
court  upon  it. 

Unthank  now  showed  cause.  Assuming  that  the  arbitrator  had 
power  to  order  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  he  had  clearly  a  right 
to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  whether  he  would  do  so  or  not.  But  it  is 
submitted  that  the  arbitrator  had  no  such  power :  all  he  could  deal  with, 
was,  the  verdict.  In  Steeple  v.  Bonsall,  4  A.  &  E.  950,(a)  three  pleas 
were  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  declaration  in  trespass  containing  one  count, 
on  which  pleas  issues  were  joined.  By  order  of  nisi  prius,  a  verdict  was 
taken  for  lOOZ.  damages,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister,  to  whom 
the  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference  were  referred,  with  power  to 
direct  what  should  be  done  by  the  parties.  The  arbitrator  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  two  issues,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the 
*third,  adding,  that,  if  there  had  not  been  the  third  issue,  he  ^^,-0/^ 
should  have  awarded  Is.  damages  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  ^ 
issues :  and  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to 
move  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third  issue ; — and  this, 
without  reference  to  any  special  clause  in  the  order  of  reference,  restrain- 

(a)  And  see  Doe  ▼.  Homer,  8  A.  k.  E.  235. 
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ing  the  parties  from  bringing  a  writ  of  error,  &c.  So,  in  Angtu  v. 
Itedford,  11  M.  &  W.  69,  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  735,  it  was  held  that  an 
arbitrator  to  whom  a  cause  is  referred,  with  power  to  direct  how  the 
verdict  shall  be  entered,  has  no  authority  to  arrest  the  judgment. 
Parkb,  B.,  says :  ^^  I  think  the  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  direct  the 
judgment  to  be  arrested.  He  could  not  order  judgment  to  be  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant ;  so  neither  could  he,  under  this  submis- 
sion, order  it  to  be  arrested.  He  is  put  into  the  situation  of  the  juiy, 
and  no  more ;  nothing  is  said  in  the  order  of  reference  about  the  judg- 
ment ;  and  the  only  object  of  referring  the  cause  to  him,  is,  that  he 
may  direct  how  the  verdict  shall  be  entered."  And  Alderson,  B., 
says:  "As  to  the  power  of  the  arbitrator  to  arrest  the  judgment,  I 
think  no  doubt  can  be  entertained.  If  Mr.  Peacock's  argument  were 
well  founded,  that  an  arbitrator  to  whom  a  cause  stands  referred,  has 
therefore  authority  to  deal  with  the  judgment,  I  do  not  see  why  there 
should  ever  be  a  stipulation  in  the  order  of  reference,  that  no  writ  of 
error  shall  be  brought:  for,  as  it  is  fully  established  that  an  arbitrator  is 
absolute  judge  between  the  parties,  as  well  of  the  law  as  of  the  facts, 
and  even  without  such  a  stipulation,  the  parties  cannot  appeal  against 
his  determination,  he  ought  to  determine  whether  the  judgment  is  to  be 
arrested  or  not,  and  his  omission  to  do  so  would  invalidate  his  award. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  he  made  any  determination  as  to  the  judgment, 
^^  that  would  of  itself  have  the  effect  of  •taking  away  the  writ  of 
'  ■'  error ;  so  that  the  ordinary  stipulation  in  the  order  of  reference, 
that  no  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought,  would  be  altogether  superfluous, 
if  the  defendant's  construction  be  correct."  Chovmea  v.  Brown^  14 
Law  Joum.,  N.  S.  Exch.  216,  is  an  authority  to  the  same  effect. 
[Wilde,  G.  J.  Suppose  the  arbitrator  to  direct  all  proceedings  to  be 
stayed,  would  not  that  in  effect  be  arresting  the  judgment  ?]  The  par- 
ties have  a  vested  right  to  costs  according  to  certain  events;  the 
arbitrator  having,  by  the  terms  of  the  reference,  no  power  over  the 
costs.  He  must  decide  the  issues.  In  Britt  v.  PaMetfj  1  Exch.  64,  5 
D.  &  L.  97,  an  order  of  reference  contained  a  clause  restraining  either 
party  from  bringing  or  prosecuting  any  action  or  suit  in  any  court 
concerning  the  premises  referred:  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  afterwards  move  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  There, 
Alderson,  B.,  says:  "This  case  is  entirely  governed  by  Steeple  v. 
Bonsall.  There,  Sir  TT.  Follett  argued  that  the  parties  ought  not  to  be 
prevented  from  taking  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
the  finding  in  the  award.  The  question  was,  whether,  upon  a  bad  plea, 
the  plaintiff  should  not  be  allowed  to  enter  up  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto,  and  the  court  refused  to  do  so,  saying  that  'the  arbitrator  had 
power  to  do  what  the  court  could  do ;  and  his  award,  therefore,  put  an 
end  to  the  proceedings.'  In  this  case,  the  arbitrator  finds  for  the 
defendant,  and  the  court  gives   the   same  judgment.     K  it  is  not 
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competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  reverse  that  judgment  by  writ  of  error,  he 
cannot  have  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.** 

The  arbitrator  is  to  direct  what  he  shall  think  fit  to  be  done.  He 
clearly  had  power  to  direct  mutual  releases:  and  he  has  sufficiently 
done  so. 

*The  assessment  of  contingent  damages  on  the  issues  on  the  r^^on 
second  and  fifth  pleas,  was  unobjectionable;  or,  at  all  events, 
assuming  it  to  be  void,  it  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the  rest  of  the 
award,  and  may  be  rejected.  The  arbitrator  deals  with  the  verdict,  by 
reducing  it  to  one  shilling.  [Gresswell,  J.  He  finds  as  a  fact,  that  the 
damages  are  one  shilling :  but  he  does  not  award  that  sum ;  on  the  con- 
trary, he  gives  a  reason  for  not  doing  so.]  In  Morrish  v.  Murray ^  13 
M.  k  W.  52,  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  dwelling- 
house,  the  judge,  at  the  trial,  having  ruled  that  a  plea, — justifying  the 
entry,  the  outer  door  being  open,  to  search  for  C.  F.,  who  for  six  months 
had  resided  in  the  plaintiff's  house,  and  alleging  that  the  defendant  had 
good  grounds  to  suspect  and  believe  that  she  was  in  the  plaintiff's  house 
at  the  time, — had  been  proved,  and  constituted  a  good  defence,  stated,  in 
the  presence  of  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  who  made  no  objection,  that 
he  should  direct  the  jury  to  assess  the  damages  contingently,  and  should 
give  the  plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  amount  found 
by  the  jury.  It  was  held,  that  both  parties  were  bound  thereby,  and 
that  the  plaintiff's  counsel  was  not  at  liberty  to  move  for  a  new  trial,  for 
misdirection.  So,  here,  the  parties  are  bound  by  the  arbitrator's  deci- 
sion, whatever  it  may  be. 

Prentice^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  arbitrator  has  omitted  to  decide 
upon  all  the  matters  within  the  scope  of  the  order,  that  were  brought 
before  him.  He  was  expressly  required  to  decide  upon  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  have  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third  and  sixth 
pleas  ;  and  he  has  said  nothing  about  it  on  the  face  of  his  award.  Stee- 
fie  y.  Bonsall  is  an  authority  for  the  plaintiff:  it  was  there  held  that 
the  court  could  *not  direct  a  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto.  In  ri^^gS 
Angus  v.  Bedford^  the  reference  was  of  the  cause  only.  [V. 
Williams,  J.  So  it  is  stated  in  the  report  in  11 M.  &  W.  69 ;  but,  from 
the  report  in  2  D.  &  L.  735,  that  appears  to  be  a  mistake :  the  reference 
was  of  the  cause  and  all  matters  in  difference.]  The  judgment  of  the 
court  in  Clioumes  v.  Brown^  shows  that  the  whole  is  for  the  arbitrator. 
[Cresswell,  J.  It  is  quite  consistent  with  Angus  v.  Bedford.  Wilde, 
C.  J.  The  entering  of  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  is  not  a  matter 
in  difference  until  there  is  a  legal  decision  upon  the  facts  raised  on  the 
issues ;  and  that  arises  subsequently  to  the  submission.  How  can  one 
court  entertain  a  motion. to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  enter  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto^  if  a  court  of  error  |^is  by  the  agreement  of  the 
parties  precluded  from  entertaining  the  question  ?  Cresswell,  J.  This 
is  matter  arising  out  of  the  award.    Your  motion  is  founded  upon  the 
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award.  The  arbitrator  had  no  power  to  deal  with  the  judgment  before 
making  his  award ;  and  then  he  would  be  functus  officioJ]  The  court 
clearly  has  no  power  to  direct  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  to  be 
entered  here.  [Cresswell,  J.  The  court  agree  with  yon.]  It  therefore 
follows  that  the  arbitrator  has  the  power.  [Cresswell,  J.  To  that  I 
cannot  assent.]  The  arbitrator  had  power  to  do  what  the  court  might 
have  done  in  the  absence  of  an  order  of  reference :  Steeple  y.  BonsaU^ 
Britt  V.  Pashley.  [Coltman,  J.  The  arbitrator  is  fettered  by  the  terms 
of  the  order.  What  reservation  of  power  to  enter  judgment  non  oht^rUe 
veredicto  is  there  here  ?]  It  must  be  admitted  that  there  is  no  express 
reservation.  [Cresswell,  J.  Suppose  the  arbitrator  had  stated  on  the 
face  of  the  award,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  third  and  sixth  pleas  were 
bad, — ^what  would  have  been  the  effect  of  that  ?]  The  judgment  of  the 
law  would  follow  upon  that  finding.  All  matters  in  difference  connected 
♦7ftJ.l  ^^^^  *^®  *cause  were  referred.  The  plaintiff  never  intended  to 
^  give  up  any  substantial  objection  to  the  pleas. 

As  to  the  mutual  releases,  the  award  is  clearly  uncertain.  The  <ime 
and  manner  of  executing  such  releases  ought  to  have  been  pointed  out 
distinctly.  In  Grlover  v.  Barrie^  1  Salk.  71,  in  debt  upon  a  bond  con- 
ditioned that  A.  and  B.  should  perform  an  award,  the  defendant  pleaded 
no  award  made :  the  plaintiff  replied  an  award,  which  was  that  A.  should 
pay  B.  50?.,  and  that  A.  should  beg  B.'s  pardon  in  such  manner  and  in 
such  place  as  B.  should  appoint;  and  that  then  each  party  should  sea! 
mutual  releases.  "The  court  held  this  naught;  for,  the  arbitrator  was 
to  determine,  and  not  to  make  B.  his  own  judge  in  his  own  cause ;  and, 
though  the  time  and  place  be  but  circumstances,  yet,  in  this  sort  of  satis- 
faction, they  make  the  most  considerable  part.  JErgOj  the  award  was 
held  void  as  to  this  part." 

As  the  costs  of  the  issues  are  to  abide  the  event,  the  damages  onght 
to  have  been  so  assessed  as  that  it  might  be  ascertained  distinctly  how 
the  costs  are  to  be  apportioned. 

Wilde,  C.  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  none  of  the  grounds  upon  which 

we  are  asked  to  set  aside  this  award,  are  substantial ;  and  that  the  part 

rrf  the  rule  which  calls  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  judgment 

:  should  not  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  issues  raised  on  the  third 

;  and  sixth  pleas  non  obstante  veredicto^  seeks  that  which  the  court  has  no 

pow^r  to  grant.     It  has  long  been  settled  that,  where  parties  have 

seUded  their  own  tribunal  for  the  settlement  of  their  differences,  the 

couvt  is  not  at  liberty  to  interfere  with  the  decision  either  as  to  the  law 

**7ft/>l  ^^  ^  ^^  *^®  facts.(a)    The  parties  •cannot  be  permitted  to  escape 

^  from  the  judgment,  if  adverse.    At  the  same  time,  if  there  be  any 

matter  of  law  upon  which  the  arbitrator  thinks  fit  to  raise  a  question  for 

the  opinion  of  the  court, — whether  formally  on  the  face  of  the  award,  or 

by  a  paper  annexed  to  the  award, — the  court  will  entertain  it.    The  court, 

(a)  See  Fuller  ▼.  Fmwick,  3  Man.  Gr.  &  S.  705. 
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upon  tlv8  occasion,  ifl  not  asked  to  roTiew  the  judgment  of  the  arbitrator 
vpon  any  of  the  matters  submitted  for  his  decision :  but  the  motion  is 
rested  upon  the  ground  that  he  has  come  to  an  erroneous  conclusion  as 
to  the  extent  of  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  order  of  nisi 
piius ;  and  it  is  said  that  the  court  is  not  concluded  by  the  erroneous 
opinion  of  the  arbitrator  upon  that  point.  The  error  that  is  imputed  to 
the  arbitrator  is,  that  he  conceived  he  had  no  power  to  direct  judgment 
to  be  entered  nan  cbatante  veredicto.  Supposing  it  to  be  made  out  by  a 
reference  to  decided  cases  that  the  arbitrator  had  such  power,  it  would 
then  be  matter  for  consideration,  whether  the  non-exercise  of  that  power 
affords  ground  for  the  interference  of  the  court.  What  is  the  matter 
to  which  the  question  applies  ?  The  plaintiff  insists  that  he  is  entitled 
to  judgment  on  the  issues  raised  on  the  third  and  sixth  pleas,  notwith- 
standing the  matter  of  those  pleas  has  been  found  by  the  arbitrator  to 
be  true  in  fact,  because  the  pleas  are  bad  in  law.  The  arbitrator  is 
bound  to  decide  on  all  the  issues,  whether  of  fact  or  of  law,  that  are 
joined  between  the  parties.  Until  they  are  disposed  of,  no  question  of 
law  can  arise  as  to  the  effect  of  the  finding.  The  goodness  or  badness 
of  the  pleas  is  not  a  matter  in  difference  at  the  time  the  parties  submit 
themselves  to  a  reference.  No  question  of  that  sort  can  arise  until  the 
arbitrator  has  made  his  award.  It  is  material,  in  the  present  case,  to 
see  what  it  is  that  the  arbitrator  was  required  to  do.  The  affidavit  upon 
which  the  rule  was  granted,  states  that  it  was  objected  before  the  arbi- 
trator that  the  third  "^and  sixth  pleas  were  bad  in  point  of  law ;  r^tjrsr, 
and  that  he  was  thereupon  requested  to  give  judgment  for  the  ^ 
plaintiff  ncn  obstante  veredietOj  in  case  he  shoiUd  find  those  pleas  to  be 
proved;  but  that  the  arbitrator  intimated  an  opinion  that  he  had  no 
power  to  do  so.  Angus  v.  Eedfordy  11  M.  k  W.  69,  2  Dowl.  N.  S. 
735,  is  a  direct  authority  to  show  that  the  arbitrator  could  not,  with  refe- 
rence to  the  general  nature  of  the  power  conferred  upon  him,  give 
judgment  n(m  obstarUe  veredicto.  Some  general  expressions  certainly 
are  found  in  some  of  the  cases  cited,  to  the  effect  that  an  arbitrator  has 
the  same  power  that  the  court  has.  But  all  the  cases  concur  in  holding 
that  the  court  has  no  power  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  give  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto^  after  a  reference  of  the  cause  in  terms  liJce  these : 
and  Angus  v.  Bedford  decides  that  an  arbitrator  has  no  such  power :  to 
give  him  such  power,  there  must,  at  least,  be  an  express  reservation  of 
authority  for  that  purpose.  I  therefore  think  the  arbitrator  has  been 
guilty  of  no  omission,  in  declining  to  give  judgment  non  obstante  vertj 
dieto.  What  the  parties  here  meant,  is  clear.  Had  he  thought  fit,  the 
arbitrator  was  at  liberty  to  direct  that  a  stet  processus  be  entered,  or  a 
general  release  given.  Everybody  understands  the  nature  of  that.  Not 
only  have  the  parties  here  given  the  arbitrator  that  general  power,  but 
they  have  also  agreed  that  no  writ  of  error  shall  be  brought.  That  is 
strong  evidence  to  show  that  it  never  was  contemplated  that  the  arbi* 
VOL.  v.— 62 
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trator  or  the  court  should  have  power  to  do  that  which  we  are  now  adced 
to  do.     The  main  point,  therefore,  upon  which  this  rule  was  moved,  fails. 

But,  when  we  look  at  the  award,  what  is  there  upon  the  face  of  it 
that  necessarily  gives  rise  to  the  objection?  Whatever  intimation  of 
opinion  the  arbitrator  may  have  thrown  out  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry,  we 
*7ft'n  *^^  ^^^  ^^  assume  that  he  retained  the  same  impression  down  to 
•J  the  time  of  making  his  award.  Suppose  he  had  expressed  an 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  judgment  nan  obttante  vere- 
dictOy  the  court  could  not  have  reviewed  that  decision.  The  award  is  quite 
consistent  with  the  two  pleas  in  question  being  held  good.  Whatever, 
therefore,  may  have  been  the  opinion  intimated  by  the  arbitrator,  he  may 
possibly  have  held  the  pleas  good.  We  cannot  say  that  he  has  not 
exercised  a  judgment  upon  them. 

It  is  not  necessary  particularly  to  advert  to  the  other  points  that  were 
urged :  I  think  none  of  them  are  well  founded.  The  mode  in  which  the 
arbitrator  has  awarded  mutual  releases  is  sufficiently  certain :  they  are 
to  be  executed  when  called  for.  As  to  the  alleged  uncertainty  in  the 
award  of  damages,  the  objection  was  not  much  pressed.  It  is  clear  that 
the  arbitrator  never  contemplated  the  recovery  of  any  damages  at  all. 
The  rule  must  be  discharged. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  arbitrator  has,  in  my 
judgment,  done  all  that  he  ought  to  have  done.  That  which  forms  the 
main  ground  of  complaint  clearly  was  not  a  matter  in  difference  sub- 
mitted to  the  arbitrator.  The  matters  referred  to  him  were  matters  of 
fact.  I  do  not  apprehend  that  it  was  ever  intended  to  refer  to  him  the 
question  whether  the  third  and  sixth  pleas  were  good  or  not.  The  posi- 
tion of  the  defendant  might  be  very  materially  prejudiced,  if  the  plaintiff 
were  held  entitled  now  to  insist  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  pleas  in 
point  of  law.  He  might  have  been  very  willing  to  refer,  upon  the 
understanding  that  no  writ  of  error  should  be  brought,  when  he  might 
not  have  been  willing  to  submit  the  question  of  law  to  the  arbitrator. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  on  such  a  reference,  to 
*7881  ^^^^  ^  plaintiff  ^entitled  to  ask  for  judgment  non  obstante  vere- 
dicto. That  seems  also  to  have  been  the  view  taken  by  the  court 
of  Exchequer  in  Angus  v.  Medford.  I  see  no  reason  to  find  fault  with 
that  decision:  and  it  is  expressly  in  point. 

Cresswbll,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  quite  agree  that  an 
arbitrator  cannot,  by  his  own  decision,  limit  the  extent  of  the  authority 
conferred  upon  him.  If  he  mistakes  the  extent  of  his  power,  and 
declines  to  decide  upon  a  matter  submitted  to  him,  his  award  will  clearly 
be  bad.  In  the  present  case,  however,  I  think  the  arbitrator  has  fully 
and  faithfully  exercised  the  authority  conferred  upon  him.  The  cause 
being  at  issue,  certain  issues  of  fact  were  agreed  to  be  referred ;  the 
parties  having  consented  to  waive  all  questions  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
pleadings.     All,  therefore,  that  the  arbitrator  had  to  decide  upon,  was, 
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tlie  iflsaeB  in  fact.  Suppose  that,  instead  of  being  referred,  the  cause  had 
gone  to  trial  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  no  motion  had  been  made  in  arrest 
of  judgment,  or  to  enter  judgment  nan  obstante  veredietOy  the  judgment 
would  have  followed  the  finding  of  the  jury.  Here,  the  arbitrator 
stood  in  the  place  of  the  jury.  He  had  to  find  a  verdict  upon  the  issues 
joined.  VHiiat  was  he  called  upon  to  do  ?  He  was  asked  to  enter  judg* 
ment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  issues  on  the  third  and  sixth  pleas,  not- 
withstanding the  verdict  found.  What  verdict  ?  Why,  the  verdict  found 
by  his  award.  That  is,  in  effect,  calling  upon  him  to  make  a  second 
award,  his  authority  having  already  been  exercised.  Angus  v.  Bedford 
is  precisely  in  point,  and  was,  I  think,  well  decided.  This  was  no  mat- 
ter in  difference  at  the  time.  The  parties  have,  by  the  terms  of  the 
submission,  precluded  themselves  from  asking  the  court  to  enter  judg- 
ment nan  obetante  "^  veredicto.  As  to  this  point,  therefore,  there  r^trog 
is  clearly  no  foundation  for  the  rule.  '* 

As  to  the  direction  respecting  the  execution  of  mutual  releases,  there 
is  no  such  uncertainty  in  the  award  as  to  constitute  an  objection. 

And,  with  regard  to  the  finding  of  one  shilling  damages  upon  the 
issues  joined  upon  the  rejoinders  to  the  replications  to  the  second  and 
fifth  pleas,  it  amounts  to  thi^ — ^the  arbitrator  having  found  the  other 
issues  for  the  defendant,  says,  as  to  these  two  issues,  that  the  damages 
amount  to  one  shilling  only,  but  that  he  does  not  mean  to  award  the 
plaintiff  that  sum,  because  he  has  found  for  the  defendant  upon  issues  that 
bar  the  whole  action.    I  therefore  think  the  award  is  unobjectionable. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  apprehend  it  to  be 
quite  clear  that  an  arbitrator  cannot  do,  or  direct  to  be  done,  any  act 
tiiat  IS  proper  to  be  done  by  the  court,  unless  the  power  so  to  do,  is 
expressly  reserved  to  him  by  the  order  of  reference.  And  there  is  no 
hardship  in  this ;  for,  it  may  be  that  the  defendant  was  willing  to  refer, 
in  the  supposition  that  the  matters  to  be  tried  were  matters  of  fact 
only,  and  tiiat  no  points  of  law  were  to  be  raised. 

Bule  disdiarged,  with  costs. 

m 

•TUBBY  V.  STANHOPE.  i^lQO 

THE  SAME  e.  FISHER.    Ajiril  17. 

Upon  a  pleaof  ntU  tid  record  of  a  judgment  in  replevin  in  a  county  court,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict. 
c95:— 

HcU,  that  an  allegation  that  **  it  was  adOudged  by  the  said  court  that  the  plaintiff  shottld  take 
nothing  by  his  said  plaint/' — was  not  sustained  by  a  certified  copy  of  an  entry  in  the  minute- 
book  of  the  county  court,  stating  that  the  cause  was  "  struck  out  fi>r  want  of  jurisdiction, 
a  disputed  title  having  been  sworn  to." 

Two  several  distresses  having  been  levied  upon  premises  in  the  occu- 
pation of  Abraham  Hart, — one  on  the  28th  of  September,  1847,  for  6Z. 
rent,  the  other  on  the  80th  for  8/.  rent, — ^the  goods  were  replevied,  and 
certain  proceedings  thereupon  took  place  in  the  Whitechapel  County 
Court  of  Middlesex. 


790 


Tubby  v.  Stanhope.  E.T.  1848. 


The  replevin-bonds  haying  been  assigned  by  the  sheriff  two  seyeral 
actions  were  brought  upon  each  bond,  against  the  present  defendants, 
the  sureties,  on  the  17th  of  November,  1847. 

The  declaration,  in  each  action,  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  on,  &c.,  as 
bailiff  of  J.  A.,  distrained  the  goods  of  Hart  for  62.  rent  due  to  J.  A. 
from  Hart;  that  Hart,  within  five  days  then  next,  to  wit,  on,  Ac.,  and 
after  the  passing  of  the  statute  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  made  his  plaint  to 
the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  of  the  taking  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  and 
prayed  that  the  same  might  be  replevied;  and  alleged  the  taking  of  a 
replevin-bond  by  the  said  sheriff  from  Hart,  with  Stanhope  and  iS'isher, 
as  sureties, — ^setting  out  the  bond,  with  the  usual  condition  to  prosecute 
the  suit  with  effect  and  without  delay :  the  declaration  then  alleged  that 
Hart  made  his  plaint  at  The  Whitechapel  County  Court  of  Middlesex 
against  the  now  plaintiff,  and,  after  averring  that  Hart  did  not  prosecute 
his  plaint  with  effect  against  the  now  plaintiff,  alleged  that  such  proceed- 
ings were  thereupon  afterwards  had,  that  it  was  adjudged  in  and  by  the  said 
county  court,  that  Hart  should  take  nothing  by  his  said  plaint,  but  that 
^,^  -  '^'he  and  his  pledges  to  prosecute  (a)  should  be  in  mercy,(a)&c, 
-J  and  that  he,  the  now  plaintiff,  should  go  thereof  without  day,  ftc, 
whereby  the  said  bond  was  forfeited,  ko. 

The  defendants  in  each  case  pleaded  nul  tiel  record. 

A  transcript  of  the  record  in  the  county  court  was  returned  pursumt 
to  the  eertiarari^  and  was  as  follows : — 

"  WHITSCHAPSL  COUlfTT  COURT  OF  MIDDLESEX. 

'*  Minute  of  Judgments,  Orders,  and  other  Proceedings,  at  a  court  holden  on  Tnetdajr, 
the  26th  day  of  October,  1847,  before  — — ,  who  has  practised,  &Cm  acting  for  Jakes  Mav- 
KINO,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Serjeants-at-Law,  Judge  of  the  same  court,  in  the  unaToidabls 
absence  of  the  said  James  MAKNma. 


YorwboaiJiif|(- 


7490    AbnhamHut 


auBiNl  Tabb,. 


SfdTatby. 


UntatwAi]  iMm- 
tkmorgoodib*. 


**  WHITECHAPSL  COUNTY  COURT  OF  MIDDLESEX. 

'*  Minute  of  Judgments,  Orders,  and  other  Proceedings  at  a  court  holden  on  Friday,  the 
26ih  day  of  November,  1847,  before  James  Manning,  one  of  Her  Migeaty's  Seijeants-at-Ltw, 
Judge  of  the  same  Court. 


Mk 

riaiatift 

DBtaidaat. 

FftrtictiUn 
oTdakB. 

Amoaat  l  For  whan  Judc- 

AimwBtor 
j«i(iDnt. 

Ooih. 

Oite. 

7480 

AbimbMiBwt 
AbnhuDHart. 

Samual  Tubby. 
Skimid  THbbr. 

flLOt.(ML 
SLOi.O£ 

Plaintift 
nalatift 

4L4«(tf. 
SL8a.0£ 

1%  be  ptid  • 

lb*   u  dv  rf 
DMnbwMxt 

Diltoi 

This  is  to  certify,  that  the  above  extracts  are  true  copies  of 
the  entries  Nos.  7479  and  7480,  pursuant  to  section  cxi. 
of  9  &  10  Vict.  cap.  59.  (Signed  by  the  clerk.) 

(a)  The  county  court  does  not  take  pledges,  and  camiot»  in  any  case,  amerce.    This  wraii 
seem  to  be  a  fatal  variance. 
(6)  The  costs  had  been  increased  by  several  adjournments  at  the  request  of  the  parties. 
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The  return  having  been  read  by  the  master, 

Lu$h^  for  the  plainti£f,  moved  for  judgment.  The  first  entry  shows  a 
termination  of  the  suit  in  the  county  *court ;  the  second  has  r^circo 
reference  to  transactions  taking  place  after  the  commencement  of  ^ 
the  present  actions.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Does  the  first  entry  amount  to 
a  judgment  ?]  The  decision,  that  the  judge  of  the  county  court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  by  reason  of  a  disputed  title  having  been  sworn  to,  is 
tantamount  to  a  judgment  of  nonsuit.  The  judge  might,  indeed,  upon 
the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  have  directed  a  new  trial; (a)  but  this  he 
did  not  do.  The  causes  having  been  disposed  of  on  the  26th  of  .October, 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  was  at  an  end,  though  the  judge  was 
probably  mistaken  in  supposing  that  he  had  no  juri8diction.(i)  It 
appears  by  affidavit  that  the  entry  here  made  is  the  usual  form  of 
entry  in  these  courts  where  the  plaintiff  is  nonsuited.  Gresswell,  J. 
We  cannot  receive  such  an  affidavit :  we  can  only  deal  with  the  record.] 

c/1  Brtnvny  for  the  defendants,  was  not  called  upon. 

Wilds,  G.  J.  The  causes  appear  to  have  been  struck  out  on  the  first 
occasion,  upon  an  erroneous  supposition  on  the  part  of  the  judge,  that 
he  had  no  jurisdiction,  inasmuch  as  a  disputed  title  had  been  sworn  to. 
We  cannot  construe  the  judge's  declining  to  decide  the  matter,  to  amount 
to  a  judgment.  The  court  proceeded  properly  afterwards,  and  decided 
the  causes :  and  the  only  judgments  returned  to  us  in  obedience  to  the 
eertiorarij  are  those  pronounced  on  the  26th  of  November.  I  therefore 
think  there  must  be  judgments  for  the  defendants  upon  these  issues. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  in  each  case* 

(a)  Vide  9  &  10  Vict.  e.  95,  i.  89.  (B)  Vide  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  9. 121. 


•HARDINGHAM  v.  ALLEN-    April  26.  [nOS 

Money  paid  by  A.  to  B.  upon  a  condition  which  has  not  been  complied  with,  cannot  be  reooTered 

aa  money  had  and  receired  to  A.'b  uae. 
A.  demands  firom  B.  W.  7f.  for  several  matters,  including  lOf.  for  a  particnlar  serrice  performed 

by  A.    B.  tenders  19j.  6d.    This  will  not  support  a  plea  of  tender  of  lOf .  on  account  of  such 

senrice. 

Debt,  for  money  had  and  received ;  with  a  count  in  detinue,  for  a 
horse. 

Pleas — ^first,  to  the  first  count,  never  indebted ;  secondly,  to  the  last 
count,  that  the  defendant  did  not  detain  the  said  horse  in  manner  and 
form,  &;c. ;  thirdly,  to  the  last  count,  that  the  plamtiff  was  not  lawfully 
possessed  of  the  said  horse,  in  manner  and  form,  &c. ;  fourthly,  to  the 
last  count,  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  repository  for  the  sale 
of  horses;  that  the  plaintiff  delivered  the  said  horse  to  the  defendant  to 
be  there  sold,  on  certain  conditions  then  agreed  upon  between  them,  that 

2T 
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is  to  sajy  ^'  Should  any  horse  be  warranted,  and  prove  nnsonnd,  he  most 
be  returned  within  the  second  day  after  the  sale,  before  five  o'clock, 
with  a  certificate  from  a  veterinary  surgeon,  particuliu'Iy  describbg  the 
unsoundness,  when,  if  confirmed  by  the  veterinary  surgeon  of  the  estab- 
lishment, the  amount  received  for  the  horse  shall  be  immediately  paid 
back ;  but,  if  he  should  not  confirm  the  certificate,  another  veterinary 
surgeon  shall  be  called  in,  and  his  decision  shall  be  final;  and  the 
expenses  of  such  umpire  shall  be  borne  by  the  party  in  error.  If  a 
horse  warranted  quiet  in  harness,  or  quiet  to  ride,  or  in  any  other  respect 
(except  as  to  soundness),  shall  be  returned  within  the  prescribed  period, 
as  not  answering  the  warranty  given  with  him  at  the  time  of  the  sale, 
he  shall  be  tried  and  examined  by  an  impartial  person,  whose  decision 
shall  be  final;  and  the  consideration  for  the  trial  and  examination,  vig. 
^  p --  10«.,  shall  be  paid  by  the  party  in  error.  All  horses,  •carriages, 
^  &c.,  brought  to  this  repository  for  sale,  and  sold,  either  by  any 
person  employed  by  the  proprietor,  or  by  the  owner  of  the  lot,  shall  pay 
the  usual  commission ;  and  no  horses,  carriages,  ftc,  shall  be  taken  away 
until  the  keep,  commission,  and  all  other  expenses  are  paid,  whether  sold 
by  public  auction,  private  contract,  or  not  sold."  The  plea  then  pro- 
ceeded to  aver  that  the  horse  was  sold  at  the  repository,  upon  and  sub- 
ject to  such  conditions,  to  one  Bardell,  and  by  the  plaintiff  warranted, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  Bardell,  to  be  quiet  in  harness ;  that  the  horse 
was  then  taken  away  by  Bardell  from  the  repository,  and  afterwards, 
and  within  the  time  limited  by  the  said  conditions,  returned  to  the  said 
repository,  according  to  the  said  conditions,  because  he  was  not  quiet  in 
harness ;  that  the  horse  was  tried  aecording  to  the  said  conditions,  and 
found  not  to  be  quiet  in  harness-— of  which  the  plaintiff  had  notice; 
and  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  became  liable  to  pay 
the  sum  of  108.,  being  the  consideration  for  the  said  trial  and  examina- 
tion of  the  said  horse,  and  an  expense  which,  according  to  the  said  con- 
ditions, should  have  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff  before  the  said  horse 
should  be  taken  away  from  the  repository— of  all  which  premises  the 
plaintiff,  before  the  said  detention,  had  notice,  and  was  then  required  to 
pay  the  sum  of  10s.,  which  the  plaintiff  refused  to  do ;  wherefore,  after 
the  plaintiff  had  refused  to  pay,  and  in  consequence  of  such  refusal  te 
pay,  the  said  sum  of  10s.,  the  defendant  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff 
to  take  away  the  said  horse  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  as  it 
was  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  do ;  which  was  the  same  detention,  Ac. ; 
verification. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  three  pleas,  and  replied  to  the 
fourth — ^that,  after  he  became  liable  to  pay  the  sum  of  10s.,  in  the 
fourth  plea  mentioned,  and  just  before  the  detention  in  the  last  count 
*7QB1  *^^^^^^^®^'  ^®  tendered  and  offered  the  defendant  to  pay  him 
-'  the  said  sum  of  10s.  for  the  trial  and  examination  of  the  said 
hone  of  the  plaintiff,  which  the  defendant  then  refused  to  receive,  and 


5  Manning,  Granger,  &  Scorr.  795 

of  his  own  wrong  detained,  and  continued  to  detain,  the  plaintiff's 
harse, — ^verification. 

The  defendant  rejoined, — ^that  the  plaintiff  did  not  tender  or  offer  the 
defendant  to  pay  him  the  said  sum  of  10s.  for  the  trial  and  examination 
of  his,  the  plaintiff's,  horse,  in  manner  and  form,  &c.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wildb,  G.  J.,  at  the  adjourned  sittings  in  London, 
after  the  last  term,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  sent  a  horse  to  the 
defendant's  repository  for  sale ;  that  the  horse  was  sold  for  16/.  to  one 
Bardell,  with  a  warranty  that  it  was  quiet  in  harness ;  that  Bardell  took 
it  away,  but  afterwards  returned  it,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  answe 
the  warranty;  and  that  the  horse  was  afterwards  put  into  a  break,  and 
tried.  The  plaintiff  put  in  the  printed  regulations  of  the  repository, 
which,  in  addition  to  the  conditions  set  out  in  the  fourth  plea,  contained  a 
provision  that  the  purchase-money  for  any  horse,  carriage,  &c.,  sold  at 
the  repository,  was  not  to  be  paid  over  to  the  vendor,  until  four  days 
after  the  sale. 

It  further  appeared,  that,  after  the  trial  of  the  horse,  the  plaintiff 
called  at  the  repository,  and  demanded  an  account  of  the  expenses, 
when  he  received  the  following : — 

"1847.    July  31.     Bay  gelding,  bait  16 

Auction 5    0 

•[^^y^V  I  Bay  gelding,  three  days 10    6 

Aug.   4.  ) 

Aug.   8.     To  cash  for  trial  of  bay  gelding  in  harness      .        .      10    0 

£1    7    0" 

*  The  plaintiff,  objecting  that  the  charge  was  exorbitant,  laid  down  rmnM 
Ids.  6d.  on  the  desk  in  the  defendant's  office,  and  demanded  his  ^ 
horse.     The  defendant's  clerk  told  him  he  could  not  have  it,  unless  he 
complied  with  the  rules,  and  paid  the  11.  7«.     The  plaintiff  then  went 
away,  leaving  the  19«.  Qd.  on  the  desk. 

Ills  lordship  was  of  opinion,  that,  as  the  horse  was  sold,  subject  to 
certain  conditions,  the  sum  received  by  the  defendant  on  the  sale,  was 
not  money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff,  until  those  con- 
ditions had  been  complied  with,  and  the  time  for  returning  the  horse  had 
elapsed ;  and  that  the  evidence  did  not  support  the  replication  of  tender, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  no  specific  appropriation  of  any  part  of  the  19«. 
6d.  to  the  10».  claimed  in  respect  of  the  trial  of  the  horse. 

The  plaintiff  thereupon  submitted  to  be  nonsuited. 

ITuddlestone  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  misdirection.  There  clearly  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support 
of  the  count  for  money  had  and  received.  According  to  the  rules  of  the 
repository,  the  price  must  have  been  paid  before  the  horse  was  taken 
away.  When  a  horse  is  returned  for  breach  of  warranty  of  soundness, 
it  appears,  the  purchase-money  is  to  be  returned  immediately ;  but  there 
is  no  such  provision  for  the  case  of  a  horse  warranted  quiet  in  hu-ness, 
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and  Bent  back  for  a  breach  of  that  warranty.  [Gbksswell,  J.  The 
horse  being  returned,  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  money  ?]  There  was 
no  evidence  to  show  that  the  horse  was  pronounced  unquiet  when  tried. 
[Wilde,  C.  J.  The  money  having  been  received  subject  to  certain  con- 
ditionS)  until  the  conditions  were  complied  with,  it  could  not  be  money 
had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  Unless  the  plaintiff 
rescinded  the  sale,  the  tender  meant  nothing.]  With  respect  to  the 
♦'7071  ^^^^^^'  ^^^  defendant,  by  his  fourth  plea,  sets  up  a  *right  of  lien 
^  for  the  10«.  paid  by  him  for  the  trial  of  the  horse.  To  this,  the 
plaintiff  replies  a  tender,  and  he  proves  a  tender  of  198.  6d.  [Cress- 
WELL,  J.  The  defendant  claims  a  specific  lien  of  10^.  for  the  trial. 
The  plaintiff  tendered  Ids.  6(2.,  not  in  respect  of  that  claim,  bat 
generally,  in  satisfaction  of  the  1/.  Ta.  Wilds,  C.  J.  The  opinion 
I  intimated  was,  that,  where  a  claim  consists  of  several  items,  the 
party  making  the  tender  lias  a  right  of  appropriation ;  but  that,  if 
ho  omits  to  make  any  appropriation,  the  right  to  appropriate  is  trans- 
ferred to  the  other  party.(a)]  The  amount  tendered  being  sofficient 
to  cover  all  the  claim  the  defendant  had,  it  was  unnecessary  to  specify 
the  particular  items  in  respect  of  which  it  was  made.  In  BougUu  v. 
Patricky  3  T.  R.  683,  it  was  held,  that,  if  A.,  B.,  and  C.  have  a  joint  demand 
against  D.,  and  G.  has  a  separate  demand  against  D.,  and  D.  offers  A. 
to  pay  him  both  the  debts,  which  A.,  without  objecting  to  the  form  of  the 
tender,  refuses,  on  the  ground  of  his  being  entitled  only  in  respect  of 
the  joint  demand,  D.  may  plead  this  tender  in  bar  of  an  action  on  the 
joint  demand,  stating  it  as  a  tender  to  A.,  B.,  and  C.  [Wilde,  C.  J. 
In  that  case,  the  judgment  assumes  the  tender  to  have  been  composed 
of  two  distinct  sums.  Here,  the  objection  made,  is,  that  the  entire 
charge  was  exorbitant :  the  tender  was  not  applied  to  any  particular  item 
or  items,  but  generally  to  the  whole  demand.]  It  was  for  the  jury  to 
say  whether  the  tender  was  on  account  of  the  whole  demand,  or  of  any 
apecific  item. 

GoLTMAN,  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  ground  for  a  rule  in 
this  case.  With  regard  to  the  first  count,  the  money  received  by  the 
*7981  ^^^^^^^^^  ^  ^^®  P"^®  ^f  ^^^  *horse,  was  received  conditionally 
only,  and  never  in  fact  became  money  had  and  received  to  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff.  And,  with  regard  to  the  tender,  no  doubt,  if  the 
19«.  6(2.  tendered  was  su£Scient  to  cover  the  plaintiff's  entire  demand,  it 
would  be  a  good  tender  as  to  the  10«. ;  but,  if  it  was  insufficient  to  cover 
the  entire  demand,  then,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  specifically  applied  to 
any  portion  of  it,  it  does  not  sustain  the  replication.  It  is  said,  that;, 
whether  or  not  there  was  such  specific  appropriation,  was  a  question  for 
the  jury.  The  plaintiff's  counsel,  however,  did  not  require  that  point 
to  be  put  to  {he  jury.     He  insisted  that  the  sum  tendered  was  suiEci^t 

(a)  For  the  rules  as  to  the  appropriation  of  paymenti,  see  16  Vin.  Abr.  Payment  (M) ;  1 
ICann.  &  R.  306;  4  N.  &  M.  17;  2  Man.  6r.  &.  S.  479,  n. 
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to  cover  the  whole  that  was  in  reality  due.     I  see  no  ground  for  objecting 
to  the  way  in  which  the  qnestion  was  left,  or  to  the  conclusion  the  jury 
came  to  upon  the  evidence  that  was  l>efore  them. 
The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 


WHITEHOUSE  v.  THE  LIVERPOOL  NEW  GAS-LIGHT  AND 
COKE  COMPANY.    April  1%. 

Bf  an  agreement  under  eeali  the  plamttff  engaged  during  the  period  of  three  years,  to  supply 
the  defend&nt8,--a  gas  company  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament,— ^th  such  quantities  of 
pipes,  &c.,  09  thouldtfrom  time  U  time,  during  the  taid  period,  be  required  by  the  defendants, 
at  giTen  prices  x-^Heid,  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  supply  all  such  pipes  as  the  company 
might  reasonably  require  for  all  such  works  as  they  were  actually  carrying  on  under  the 
authority  of  their  act. 

Dbbt.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  in  substance,  that, 
on  the  18th  of  June,  1844,  by  articles  of  agreement  then  made  and 
entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  the  plaintiff 
undertook  and  agreed  with  the  defendants,  that  he  would,  during  the 


^period  of  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  said  articles,  supply 
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the  defendants  with  such  quantities  of  main-pipes,  bored  and 
turned  bends,  syphons,  and  branch-pipes,  and  turned  and  bored  syphons, 
and  branch-pipes,  m  shtnddj  from  time  to  time,  during  the  said  period, 
he  required  by  the  defendante^  and  that  all  pipes  and  syphons  so  supplied, 
should  be  cast  and  wrought  of  good  soft  metal,  &c.  (describing  the 
several  articles),  and  also  would,  at  lus  own  cost,  cause  every  lot  or 
parcel  of  such  pipes,  so  to  be  ordered  by  the  defendants,  to  be  delivered 
in  Liverpool,  free  of  all  charge  whatever,  within  one  month  from  the  date 
of  such  order  for  such  lot  or  parcel  respectively :  that,  in  consideration 
thereof,  and  of  the  due  performance  by  the  plaintiff  of  all  the  stipulations 
and  agreements  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  contained,  on  his  part, 
the  defendants  did  thereby  agree  with  the  plaintiff,  his  executors  and 
administrators,  that  the  defendants  would  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  for 
the  furnishing  and  delivery  of  the  said  pipes,  at  and  after  the  following 
rates,  viz.  (setting  out  the  prices),  the  said  several  payments  to  be  made 
in  three  months  after  delivery  as  aforesaid  of  each  lot  of  the  said  pipes 
to  be  ordered  by  the  defendants  as  aforesaid:  that  it  was  thereby  agreed 
and  declared  by  and  between  the  said  parties  thereto,  that,  if  default 
should  be  made  in  the  furnishing  and  delivery  of  the  said  pipes  as  afore- 
said, contrary  to  the  true  intent  of  those  presents,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  defendants  to  procure  the  said  pipes  elsewhere,  and  the  loss 
thereby  incurred  by  the  defendants  should  or  might  be  deducted  or  made 
good  out  of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  then  due  or  thereafter  to  become 
due  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors  or  administrators,  from  the  defendants, 
or  be  recoverable  by  the  defendants  by  action  at  law,  or  otherwise,  as 
and  for  liquidated  and  ascertained  damages:  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
VOL.  v.— 68  2  T  2 
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^8001  ^^  ^^*'  ^^^  ^^  divers  other  Mays,  &c^,  duiag  the  said  period  of 
■^  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  the 
defendants  did  require  and  order  of  and  from  the  plaintiff  divers  lots 
and  parcels  of  such  pipes  as  in  the  said  articles  mentioned  and  provided^ 
to  wit,  &c.,  &c.,  and  the  prices  of  which  said  pipes,  at  and  after  the  said 
rates  in  the  said  articles  severally  mentioned  and  provided,  amounted  in 
the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  &c. :  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
several  days  and  times  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  furnished  and  supplied  to 
the  said  company  the  said  pipes  so  required  and  ordered,  in  compliance 
with  the  terms  of  the  said  articles,  and  according  to  the  descriptioa 
therein  contained,  and  at  his  own  cost  caused  the  same  to  he  delivered 
in  Liverpool,  free  of  all  charges,  which  the  defendants  then  receiyed 
and  accepted  as  and  for  the  pipes  so  required  and  <Mrdered  as  aforesaid : 
and  that,  although  the  plaintiff  did  at  all  times  duly  perform  all  the 
stipulations  aiid  agreements  in  the  said  articles  contained  on  his  part, 
and  although  the  period  of  six  months  after  the  delivery  and  acceptance 
of  the  last  of  the  said  pipes  so  required  and  ordered  as  aforesaid  had 
elapsed  before  the  commmicement  of  this  suit,  yet  that  the  defendants 
did  not  nor  would  pay  for  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  there  was 
due  and  owing  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants,  for  the  said  pipes,  at 
and  after  the  rates  aforesaid,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
5000/., — whereby  an  action  had  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  demand  and 
have  from  the  defendants  the  said  sum  of  5000{.,  parcel  of  the  moneys 
above  demanded,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded, — ^first,  as  to  the  sum  of  252/.  12a.  *ld.j  parcel 
of  the  sum  of  money  in  the  first  count  demanded,  actio  nan,  because  the 
defendants  now  bring  into  court  the  sum  of  252/.  12s.  7d.j  and  the 
*8011  ^^^^^^  ^^™  ^^  ^^^*'  ii^^^I^g  together  the  sum  of  *262/.  12a.  7i., 
-*  ready  to  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  and  the  defendants  further  say 
that  they  never  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  in  respect  of  the  said  sum 
of  252/.  12s.  7{/.,  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  252/.  12a.  7(1., 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  not  sustained  damages,  by  reason  of  the  deten- 
tion thereof,  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  sum  of  10/. ;  wherefore, 
&c., — verification. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  said  first  count, — except  as  to  the 
articles  covered  by  the  payment  into  court  under  the  first  plea, — ^that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  furnish  the  said  pipes,  or  any  of  them,  in  mannw 
and  form,  &c., — concluding  to  the  country. 

Thirdly,  to  the  said  residue  of  the  first  count,  payment. 

Fourthly,  to  the  said  residue  of  the  first  count,  that,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  articles  of  agreement,  and  during  the  said  period  of  three 
years  from  the  date  there<^,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  and 
times  during  the  said  period  of  three  years,  the  defendants,  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  ordered  of  the  plaintiff  divers  lots  and 
parcels  of  such  pipes  as  in  the  agreement  mentioned  (being  other  and 
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different  pipes  from  the  pipes  in  the  first  count  alleged  to  have  been 
fnmished  by  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered  in  Liverpool),  which  were,  to 
irit,  on  the  days  and  times  last  aforesaid,  required  bj  the  defendants, 
and  which  the  plaintiff  was  then  bound  to  supply  to  the  defendants, 
according  to  the  said  agreement,  to  wit,  ten  thousand  yards  of  pipes  of 
seven  inches  diameter,  &c.,  &;c. ;  and  that,  although  the  times  for  the 
plaintiff  to  have  furnished  and  supplied,  and  to  have  delivered,  the  said 
several  pipes,  respectively  so  ordered  by  the  defendants  as  in  this  plea 
mentioned,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  had,  before  the 
defendants  procured  the  *same  pipes  elsewhere,  as  thereinafter  r^ono 
mentioned,  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  three  *■ 
years,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  expired,  yet  the  plaintiff 
did  not,  within  the  time  in  the  said  agreement  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
or  at  any  other  time,  furnish  and  deliver  to  the  defendants  the  said 
several  pipes  so  ordered  by  the  defendants  as  in  this  plea  aforesaid,  and 
which  the  defendants  so  required  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  said  agreement,  but  wholly  refused  and  failed  so  to  do ;  and  that 
thereupon  the  defendants,  from  time  to  time  after  the  plaintiff's  default  in 
fttmishing,  supplying,  and  delivering  the  said  several  pipes,  respectively, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times,  fcc,  did  procure  the 
said  several  pipes  which  they  so  required  as  in  this  plea  aforesaid,  else- 
where, according  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  said  agreement,  and,  in  so 
procuring  the  same,  did  necessarily  pay,  for  the  price  thereof,  certain 
large  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  10,000/.,  being  a  much  greater  sum,  by,  to 
wit,  5,000/.,  than  the  defendants  would  have  been  bound  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  same  pipes,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement ; 
and  that,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiffs  having  failed  as  aforesaid  to  furnish, 
supply,  and  deliver  the  said  pipes  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  of  the 
defendants'  having  been  obliged  to  procure  the  same  elsewhere,  they,  the 
defendants,  had  incurred,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  a  loss, 
to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  5,000/.,  which  sum  is  still  due  and  unpaid  to  the 
defendants,  and  exceeds  the  said  debt  in  the  said  count  demanded,  except 
the  sum  of  252/.  12s.  7d.,  parcel,  &c.,  and  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  by  the  detention  thereof,  and  out  of  which  said  sum  of  5,000/. 
so  due  to  the  defendants,  they  are  ready  and  willing  to  set  off  the  full 
amount  of  the  said  last-mentioned  debt  and  damages,  except  as  aforesaid, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement, — verification. 

♦The  plaintiff  accepted  and  took  out  of  court  the  262/.  12«.  r^<>/v« 
7d.,  in  cUscharge  of  the  252/.  12«.  7d.,  parcel,  &c.,  and  of  the  ^ 
damages  for  the  detention  thereof,  and  replied  damages  uUrd.  Upon 
the  second  and  third  pleas  issue  was  joined :  and,  as  to  the  fourth,  the 
plaintiff  replied  that  the  said  lots  and  parcels  of  pipes  in  that  plea  men- 
tioned, were  not,  nor  were  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  required 
by  the  defendants,  and  that  he  was  not  bound  to  supply  the  jame/  or 
fny  part  thereof,  modo  etformd.    Issue  thereon. 
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The  cause  was  tried  before  Pattkbok,  J.,  at  the  last  spring  assizes  fo: 
the  county  of  Stafford.  The  facts  were  as  follows : — The  plaintiff  is  ac 
iron-manufacturer  at  Sedgley,  in  Staffordshire;  the  defendants  are  a 
company  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament,  4  G.  4,  c.  89,  for  the  sup- 
ply of  gas  to  the  town  of  Liverpool  and  its  neighbourhood.  The  agree- 
ment declared  on  was  entered  into  between  the  parties  on  the  18th  of 
June,  1844.  During  the  eighteen  months  succeeding  the  making  of  the 
agreement,  the  plaintiffs  had  duly  supplied  all  pipes  required  by  the 
company.  At  the  close  of  the  year  1845,  the  price  of  iron  had  very 
materially  increased;  and  then  the  demands  of  the  company  also 
increased  to  such  an  extent  that  it  became  physically  impossible  for  the 
plaintiff  to  supply  them — the  defendants,  in  fact,  between  that  date  and 
the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the  contract,  in  June,  1847,  calling  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  furnish  three  times  the  quantity  of  pipes  they  had  ordered 
previously,  when  the  market  was  low,  and  having  on  hand,  at  the  expi- 
ration of  the  three  years,  about  four  thousand  yards  of  pipes.  It 
appeared  that,  during  the  last  year  of  the  contract,  the  company  had 
ordered  of  the  plaintiff  a  large  quantity  of  pipes,  which  the  plaintiff  had 
•AfU1  ^™^^^^^  *^  B^PP^Jy  ^^^  which  the  company  had  obtained  from 
-^  another  iron-master,  at  a  price  exceeding  by  12007.  the  sum  they 
would  have  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  them,  had  they  been  supplied  under 
the  agreement.  This  sum  the  defendants  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  set 
off,  under  the  fourth  plea,  against  the  balance  claimed  to  be  due  to  the 
plaintiff  for  pipes  furnished  to  the  company,  pursuant  to  the  contract. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendants  did  not  want  the  large  quantity  of 
pipes  BO  as  above  ordered  by  them,  for  their  ordinary  works,  but  that 
they  had  ordered  them  with  a  view  to  certain  contemplated  extensions 
of  them,  within  the  act  of  parliament ;  and  that  it  would  have  taken 
them  about  eighteen  months  to  use  all  the  pipes  they  had  on  hand  at 
the  expiration  of  the  contract. 

The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  the  company 
were  only  entitled  to  demand  of  him  under  the  contract,  such  quantities 
of  pipes  as  they  might  from  time  to  time  require  for  the  purpose  of  their 
ordinary  works,  and  not  an  indefinite  supply,  either  for  the  purpose  of 
projected  new  works,  or  to  lay  up  in  stock,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  a  reasonable  price  for  the  excess. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  called  upon  the  learned  judge  to  con- 
strue the  contract,  and  to  say  whether  or  not  it  embraced  the  supply  of 
pipes  for  extended  works. 

The  learned  judge  thereupon  said  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  plaintiff 
was  bound,  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  to  supply  the  company 
with  all  such  pipes  as  they  might  at  any  time  within  the  three  years 
require,  for  all  works  they  were  actually  carrying  on  under  the  authority 
of  their  act  of  parliament,  whether  ordinary  or  extended.    And  he  left 
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it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  pipes  so  ordered  by  the  company 
were  requisite  for  either  of  those  purposes. 

•The  jury  found  that  they  were  requisite  for  the  extended  r#QQ5 
works ;  and  they  accordingly  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants.   *- 

Talfourd^  Serjt.,  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  If 
the  word  ^'required,"  in  the  contract,  was  to  be  understood  to  mean 
reqaesUd^  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  had  given  orders  for 
pipes  which  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  supply.  But  it  is  submitted  that 
the  fair  meaning  of  the  contract,  is,  that  the  orders  of  the  company 
should  be  restricted  to  such  quantities  of  pipes,  &c.,  as  they  could  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  the  order  make  use  of;  and  that  they  were  not 
at  liberty  to  lay  up  a  stock  for  an  indefinite  period.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The 
learned  judge  ruled  that  the  company  were  entitled  to  call  for  any 
quantity  of  pipes  that  might  be  requisite  for  any  of  the  works  they  were 
actually  carrying  on  under  the  act.  How  can  you  limit  it?]  By  their 
ability  to  lay  them  down  from  time  to  time.  [Cresswell,  J.  The 
plaintiff  might  have  so  limited  it  by  the  agreement ;  but  the  difficulty  is, 
that  he  has  not  done  so.]  The  large  quantity  of  pipes  that  the  company 
had  in  stock  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  clearly  showed  that  the  orders 
they  had  so  profusely  given  were  given  in  fraud  and  contravention  of 
the  fair  meaning  of  the  agreement. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  This  certainly  is  a  very  unfortunate  case  for  the  plain- 
^.  The  terms  of  the  agreement  are  very  large,  and  on  the  plaintiff's 
part  most  improvident.  I  think  that  the  word  '^  required*'  meant,  not 
all  such  pipes  as  the  company  might  think  fit  to  order,  but  only  such  as 
were  requisite  to  supply  the  reasonable  wants  of  the  company  in  the 
course  of  the  execution  of  works  authorised  by  their  act  of  parliament. 
And  the  learned  *judge  seems  to  have  thought  so  too :  for,  he  left  r*oQg 
it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  quantity  of  pipes  ordered  by  the 
company  was  such  as  was  reasonably  necessary  for  the  works  they  were 
then  carrying  on.  It  is  impossible  to  hold  that  the  supply  was  to  be 
limited  to  the  replacing  of  worn-out  pipes.  The  jury  were  left  to  apply 
their  minds  to  the  evidence  that  was  laid  before  them :  and  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  they  have  not  properly  done  so.  I  see  no  reason, 
therefore,  for  saying  either  that  the  jury  were  misdirected,  or  that  their 
verdict  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence. 

CoLTMAK,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  ground  to  find 
fault  with  the  summing  up,  or  with  the  conclusion  at  which  the  jury 
have  arrived.  The  question  was  one  that  the  jury  could  not  enter  into 
very  nicely. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  refused. 
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HUNS  V.  PAWLETT.    May  4. 

The  court  refused  to  allow  the  venue  to  be  changed  after  issue  joined  and  notice  of  trial  given, 
upon  a  mere  suggestion  by  the  defendant  that  all  the  material  witneitet  on  his  behalf  redded 
in  the  county  to  which  it  was  proposed  to  change  it. 

BuRCHELL,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
change  the  venue  from  Middlesex  to  Cambridgeshire.  The  motion  was 
founded  upon  an  affidavit  by  the  defendant's  attorney,  which  stated,  in 
substance,  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  692.  4«.,  alleged  to  be 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  for  and  in  respect  of  the 
i^QQyj-i  ploughing,  seeds,  labour,  ^cropping,  fixtures,  and  effects  of  and 
^  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  as  an  out-going  tenant  of  a  farm  situate 
and  being  at  Wisbech-St-Mary,  in  the  isle  of  Ely,  and  county  of  Cam- 
bridge, which  was  purchased  by,  and  was  then  in  the  possession  and 
occupation  of,  the  defendant ;  that  the  defendant  by  his  plea  had  denied 
that  he  owed  any  greater  sum  than  .187.,  which  amount  he  had  paid  into 
court,  and  thereupon  issue  had  been  joined,  and  notice  of  trial  had  been 
given  for  the  first  sitting  at  Westminster  in  the  present  term ;  that  the 
cause  of  action,  if  any,  arose  in  the  county  of  Cambridge,  and  not  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex ;  that  the  grounds  of  defence  of  the  defendant  to 
the  action,  were,  that  there  never  was  any  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  take  or  purchase  the  great  bulk  of  the  articles,  matters, 
and  things  mentioned  in  the  particulars  of  demand,  and  that  the  claim 
made  by  the  plaintiff  comprised  and  included  various  articles,  matters, 
and  things  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  payment  as  an  out- 
going tenant,  and  also  that  the  same  were  greatly  overvalued;  that, 
if  the  action  were  tried  in  Middlesex,  much  greater  expense  would 
be  necessarily  incurred  than  if  the  trial  took  place  in  the  county  of 
Cambridge,  inasmuch  as  all  the  material  and  necessary  witnesses  far  and 
an  behalf  af  the  defendant,  resided  in  Cambridgeshire,  and  were  farmers 
residing  near  to  the  said  farm,  and  the  labourers  of  the  defendant  also 
residing  upon  the  said  farm ;  that  the  deponent  was  informed,  and  be- 
lieved, that  the  above-named  plaintiff  resided  at  Sutton-St-James,  in  the 
county  of  Lincoln,  but  which  parish  adjoins  the  county  of  Cambridge, 
and  that  all  the  material  and  necessary  witnesses  of  the  plaintiff  resided 
in  the  county  of  Cambridge;  that  the  sole  question  to  be  tried  in 
action,  was,  as  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  in  the  county  of 
Cambridge,  with  respect  to  the  taking  and  quitting  of  farms  and 
*d081  ^^^^'  ^^^  ^^®  liability  of  the  *in-coming  tenant  to  pay  the  out- 
going tenant  for  and  in  respect  of  the  ploughing,  seeds,  labour, 
cropping,  fixtures,  and  effects  of  and  belonging  to  an  out-going  tenant 
in  that  county,  and  that  a  jury  of  farmers  of  the  county  of  Cambridge 
would  be  better  able  to  decide  questions  of  that  nature  than  a  jury  of 
tradesmen  from  the  county  of  Middlesex :  and  that  the  expenses  would 
be  greatly  enhanced  by  a  trial  of  the  cause  in  Middlesex. 
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T.  Samnden  now  showed  cause,  upon  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  writ 
of  summons  in  this  action  was  issued  on  the  21st  of  February  last,  and 
served  on  the  22d ;  that  an  appearance  was  entered  for  the  defendant, 
according  to  the  statute,  on  the  8th  of  March ;  that  a  declaration  was 
filed,  and  notice  thereof  served  on  the  defendant,  on  the  9th ;  that,  on 
the  17th  and  24th  of  March  respectively,  the  defendant  obtained  orders 
for  time  to  plead ;  that  the  defendant  pleaded  on  the  29th ;  and  that 
issue  was  joined  and  notice  of  trial  given  on  the  29th  of  April.  He  sub- 
mitted, that,  coming  after  having  obtained  time  to  plead,  and  having 
pleaded,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  shown  special  circumstances  to 
warrant  the  application,  and  should  have  sworn  to  merits :  Fouks  v. 
Fisher,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  22 ;  Archbold's  Practice,  8th  edit,  by  Chitty, 
1171. 

Burchell,  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  rule 
was  obtained  discloses  ample  grounds  for  changing  the  venue.  [Wildb, 
G.  J.  Why  not  come  in  the  ordinary  way  7  The  defendant  has  twice 
had  the  benefit  of  time  to  plead.  The  affidavit  as  to  special  grounds  is 
very  loose.  It  does  not  state  how  many  witnesses  there  are.  There 
may  be  but  one.]  It  must  necessarily  be  inferred  that  on  such  a  subject 
the  witnesses  would  be  numerous.  Enough,  it  is  submitted,  is  shown  to 
satisfy  *the  court  that  justice  will  be  best  administered  between  r^^^q 
the  parties  in  the  county  where  the  cause  of  action  arose.  '- 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  defendant  must  have  been  fully  apprised,  when 
the  declaration  came  to  his  hands,  of  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  demand 
against  him.  He  had  then  all  the  information  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  judge  whether  or  not  it  would  be  proper  to  move  to  change  the  venue. 
Instead  of  adopting  the  ordinary  course,  he  obtains  two  several  orders 
for  time  to  plead,  and  now,  at  the  eleventh  hour,  comes  for  leave  to 
change  the  venue  on  special  grounds, — the  effect  of  which,  if  successful, 
would  be,  to  postpone  the  trial  of  the  cause  until  July  or  August  next. 
To  justify  this,  he  should  at  least  show  circumstances  that  reasonably 
entitle  him  to  what  he  asks.  All  he  states,  is,  that  all  the  material  and 
necessary  witnesses  on  his  behalf, — ^which  may  be  one  only, — reside  in 
the  county  of  Cambridge.  For  anything  that  appears,  the  plaintiff  may 
have  many  witnesses  in  or  near  London.  The  defendant  was  bound  to 
show  a  manifest  preponderance  of  convenience  in  trying  the  cause  in  the 
county  to  which  he  seeks  to  remove  the  venue.  In  this  respect  his  affi- 
davit is  deficient ;  and,  therefore,  I  think  his  rule  must  be  cUscharged. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

•WHITE  and  Others  v.  WOODWARD.    May  8.        [•810 

Guwaote« — "  In  oonaideration  of  your  agreeing  to  supply  S.  with  goods  upon  credit,  in  the 
way  of  your  trade  (the  amount  to  be  in  your  own  discretion),  I  hereby  guarantee  you  the  due 
and  regular  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  as  be  may  now,  or  at  any  time,  and  from  time  to 
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time  hereafter,  owe  to  3rott,  &e.    My  tiebUitf  under  thie  gnvantee  it  lo  be  limited  to  principal 

sum,  in  ranning  account,  of  1002.*' 

A  declaration  upon  this  guarantee  stated  that  the  plaintiiT,  confiding  in  the  promiee  of  the  defend- 
ant, afterwards  supplied  S.  with  goods  to  the  amount  of  852.  lOc.  9d.,  and  that,  although  the 
credit  had  expired*  S.  had  not  paid  for  them, — of  which  the  defendant  had  notice  ;  and  alleged 
for  breach,  the  non-payment  of  the  amount  by  the  defendant,  on  request : — JTeU,  that  the 
guarantee  disclosed  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  that  the  declaration  was  good  on  genertl 
demurrer. 

Held,  also,  that  the  omission  to  give  reasonable  notice  of  the  principal's  defoult,  if  it  would 
have  amounted  to  matter  of  discharge,  should  have  been  pleaded. 

AsBUMPSiTy  on  a  guarantee.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  and 
during  the  times  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiffs  were,  and  still  con- 
tinued, warehousemen  and  wholesale  drapers ;  that  also,  before  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendant,  by  a  certain 
promise  in  writing,  signed  by  the  defendant,  and  directed  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, addressed  and  promised  the  plaintiffs  in  and  by  the  words  and 
figures  following,  that  is  to  say, — "  Gentlemen,  in  consequence  of  yonr 
agreeing  to  supply  Mr.  Henry  Slater  with  goods  upon  credit  in  the  way 
of  your  trade  (the  amount  to  be  in  your  own  discretion),  I  hereby 
guarantee  you  the  due  and  regular  payment  of  such  sum  or  sums  as  he 
may  now,  or  at  any  time,  and  from  time  to  time  hereafter,  owe  to  yon, 
or  to  the  persons  who  for  the  time  being  may  comprise  your  firm,  and 
against  any  loss  you  may  sustain  by  his  dealings  with  you  ;  and  I  give 
you  full  liberty  to  extend  the  period  of  credit  to  the  said  Henry  Slater, 
and  to  take  collateral  security  for  any  moneys  in  which  the  said  Henry 
Slater  may  be  indebted  to  you,  and  to  hold  over  or  renew  any  bills, 
notes,  or  other  securities  you  may  at  any  time  hold,  and  to  grant  him 
and  the  parties  liable  upon  bills,  notes,  or  other  securities  any  indulgence, 
and  to  compound,  concur  in  assignment,  or  otherwise  arrange  with,  and 
to  release,  him  and  them  respectively,  as  you  may  think  fit,  without 
*«in  **^®^®^y  discharging,  or  in  any  manner  affecting,  my  liability  by 
■^  virtue  of  this  guarantee,  or  entitling  me  to  set  off  or  claim, 
against  the  sum  hereby  secured,  any  dividend  or  payment  you  may 
receive  from  the  said  Henry  Slater  or  his  estate,  or  any  securities  you 
may  hold :  my  liability  under  this  guarantee  is  to  be  limited  to  principal 
sum,  in  running  account,  of  lOOZ.'*  Averment,  that  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
fiding in  the  said  promise  of  the  defendant,  did  afterwards,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  supply  the  said  Henry 
Slater  with  goods  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  857.  10«.  9(?., 
in  the  way  of  their  said  trade  as  aforesaid,  and  for  certain  reasonable 
prices  and  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  to 
wit,  85/.  10b,  9d.j  and  that,  although  the  said  credit,  and  the  time  for 
the  payment  of  the  prices  of  the  said  goods,  elapsed  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit ;  and  although  the  said  Henry  Slater  was  after- 
wards, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  &c., 
requested  by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  them  the  said  sum  of  money ;  yet  the 
said  Henry  Slater  did  not  pay  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that 
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the  defendant,  afterwards,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  miit, 
had  notice  of  the  premises ;  yet  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  not  paid  the 
said  sam  of  money  so  due  from  the  said  Henry  Slater  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
aforesaid,  being  a  principal  snm  not  exceeding  the  said  smn  of  1002.  in 
the  said  promise  in  writing  of  the  defendant  in  sach  behalf  mentioned 
as  aforesaid,  although  the  defendant  was  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on,  Jcc.,  requested  by  the  plaintiffis  so  to 
do,  bnt  that  the  said  sum  stiU  remained  unpaid  to  the  plaintifb,  &c. 

Oeneral  demurrer,  and  joinder. 

Pa%hley,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  (a)  The  ^declaration  in  ^^^^  ^ 
this  case  discloses  no  substantial  ground  of  action  against  the  *- 
defendant.  There  is  no  consideration  for  the  promise  aUeged.  In  Tag- 
lor  V.  Brewer,  1  M.  &  S.  290,  where  a  person  performed  work  for  a 
committee,  under  a  resolution  entered  into  by  them  ^^  that  any  sendee  to 
be  rendered  by  him  should  be  taken  into  consideration,  and  such  remu- 
neration be  made  as  should  be  deemed  right,'* — ^it  was  held,  that  an 
action  would  not  lie  to  recover  a  recompense  for  such  work,  the  reso- 
lution importing  that  the  committee  were  to  judge  whether  any  remune- 
ration was  due.  [Grbsswell,  J.  In  that  case,  there  was  no  agreement 
to  do  any  service  at  all.]  Neither  is  there  here  any  agreement  to  supply 
goods  to  Slater.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  Yes,  there  is;  the  amount  is  discre- 
tionary, but  not  the  supply.]  In  Bryant  v.  Flight,  5  M.  &  W.  114,  A. 
agreed  to  enter  into  the  service  of  B.,  and  wrote  to  him  a  letter  as  fol- 
lows : — "  I  hereby  agree  to  enter  your  service  as  weekly  manager,  com- 
mencing next  Monday ;  and  the  amount  of  payment  I  am  to  receive  I 
leave  entirely  to  you :"  A.  having  served  B.  in  that  capacity  for  six 
weeks, — Parke,  B.,  on  the  authority  of  Taylor  v.  Brewer,  thought  that 
this  amounted  to  a  mere  honorary  obligation  on  the  part  of  B. 

If  the  guarantee  itself  is  to  be  referred  to  for  the  consideration,  it  is 
ambiguous  upon  the  face  of  it.  In  Baiket  v.  Todd,  8  Ad.  &  E.  846, 
the  guarantee  was  as  follows ; — "  I  undertake  to  secure  to  you  the  pay- 
ment of  any  sums  you  have  advanced,  or  may  hereafter  advance,  to  D., 
on  his  account  with  you,  commencing  1st  November,  1831,  not  exceed- 
ing 20007."  In  an  action  upon  this  guifrantee,  the  declaration  stated 
that  the  plaintiff  had  opened  an  account  with,  and  thereon  made 
advances  ""to  D.,  commencing  on,  &c.,  and  that  the  guarantee  r«o^Q 
was  given  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  also  in  conside-  ^ 
ration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  party  guaranteeing,  would 
continue  to  advance  further  sums  to  D.  on  his  said  account  with  the 
plaintiff:  and  it  was  held  that  the  consideration  did  not  sufficiently 
appear  by  the  written  instrument,  to  support  such  declaration.    Lord 

(«)  The  pointa  mvked  for  vgnment  on  the  part  of  the  defondant,  were,— 4bftt  the  decla* 
ratioa  did  not  discloae  any  consideration  for  the  promise  therein  stated ;  and  that  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  852.  was  a  sum  which  Henry  Slater  owed  at  the  time  of  the  commeacenenl 
of  the  soit  on  the  balance  of  a  running  account 

VOL.  v.— 64  2U 


81S  Whitb  t;.  Woodward.  E.  T.  1848. 

.Dbnitav,-— after  rtibrring  to  Mason  v.  PriUhardj  12  Etft,  287,  and 
the  dicta  of  Pattbson,  J.,  in  James  v.  WUUatMy  5  B.  &;  Ad.  1109,  S  N. 
k  M.  196,  and  of  Tindal,  C.  J.,  in  Eawes  t.  Armstrong,  1  N.  G.  761, 
1  Scott,  661, — ^thero  says :  ^'  I  must  confess  that  here  I  cannot  snfficiontly 
see  what  the  consideration  is.  If  I  were  to  conjecture,  I  should  say 
that  it  was  made  up  of  two  considerations ;  first,  a  forbearance  to  sue 
for  the  advances  already  made;  secondly,  the  future  adyances.  But 
such  a  consideration  is  inconsistent  with  the  agreement  set  out  in  tlw 
decUration.  According  to  the  best  construction  I  can  put  on  this 
instrument,  the  declaration  does  not  describe  the  contract  correctly.  It 
would,  however,  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  making  this  rule  absolute,  if  H 
were  merely  uncertain  what  the  consideration  is."  And  Pattesoit,  J., 
.said :  ^^  This  instrument  does  not  contain  enough  to  satisfy  me  what  the 
consideration  is.  If  the  guarantee  were  merely  for  future  advanoea, 
then  such  future  advances  might  be  considered  as  the  consideration  for 
the  guarantee ;  but  that  does  not  apply  to  a  guarantee  comprehending 
also  past  advances.  All  these  cases  are  difficult  to  determine :  the  court 
18  obliged  to  look  closely  at  the  instrument,  and  is  not  at  liberty  to  form 
conjectures.  I  cannot  myself  perceive  an  engagement  here  to  forbear 
^^^.  suing  on  the  past  advances.  But,  supposing  the  ^instrument  to 
^  contain  such  an  engagement,  there  would  be  an  equally  fatal 
defect,  since  that  consideration  does  not  appear  in  the  declaration." 
The  language  of  the  instrument  in  that  case  very  closely  resembles  that 
declared  on  here.  [Wildb,  0.  J.  What  is  the  ambiguity  you  complun 
of?]  Whether  the  consideration  consisted  wholly  or  in  part  of  past 
supplies.  [Crbsswell,  J.  The  consideration  is  ample;  it  is,  the 
plaintiff's  agreeing  to  supply  Shiter  with  goods  upon  credit.] 

The  declaration  should  have  averred  notice  to  the  defendant  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  supply  of  the  goods.  This  question  was  first 
broached  in  Petl  v.  Tathekj  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  419 :  and  in  Oremier  v. 
Higginsmj  1  Mason's  Rep.  828;  1  Story,  R.  22,  33;  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States,  it  was  expressly  held  by  Dr.  Story,  that,  if, 
upon  a  letter  of  guarantee  addressed  to  a  particular  person,  advances 
are  made  upon  the  faith  of  the  guarantee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  person  so 
making  the  advances,  to  give  notice  thereof  within  a  reasonable  time  to 
the  guarantor,  otherwise  he  will  be  discharged  from  all  liability  for  such 
advances.  [Cbbsswbll,  J.  Suppose  the  defendant  had  no  notice  of  the 
supply  to  Slater,  and  no  notice  of  the  non-payment  by  him,  until  the 
amount  was  demanded  of  him,  what  then?]  The  demand,  if  within  a 
reasonable  time,  would  be  notice.  [Wildb,  C.  J.  You  do  not  show  that 
it  was  not  made  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  defendant  was  liable, 
ipso  factOy  upon  Slater's  failure  to  pay  .J  Notice  should  have  been 
averred  in  the  declaration.  In  Chitty  on  Pleading,  7th  edit.,  p.  829,  it 
is  said :  ''  An  averment  signifies  a  positive  statement  of  facts,  in  opposi- 
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tioR  to  furgomoDt  or  iiiforenoe(a);  ftnd  when  the  obUj^tion  on  the 
defendant  to  perform  his  contract,  depended  on  ^any  event  which  r*oi  e 
would  not  otherwise  appear  from  the  declaration  to  have  occurred,  *- 
it  is  obvious  that  an  averment  of  such  event  is  essential  to  a  logical 
statement  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  should  precede  the  statement  of 
the  defendant's  breach.  Such  averments  in  a  special  action  of  assumpsit^ 
usually  are, — ^first,  of  the  performance,  or  excuse  for  non-performance, 
of  a  condition-precedent,  or  of  the  happening  of  some  event  essential  to 
the  cause  of  action, — secondly,  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  such 
performance,  or  of  such  event, — and,  thirdly,  that  he  was  requested  to 
perform  his  contract."  (&)  So,  in  Firth  v.  Thrush,  8  B.  &  C.  887,  2 
M.  &  £.  359,  it  was  held  that  special  facts  rendering  valid  a  deferred 
notice  of  dishonour,  will  support  the  common  averment  of  notice. 
[V.  Williams,  J.  In  that  case  the  averment  of  notice  means  doe 
notice.] 

The  liability  of  the  defendant  was,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  partief, 
Qndj  to  arise  upon  an  ascertained  balance  of  accounts  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  Slater ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  any  balance  ever  waa 
ascertained. 

T.  Jane$j  contr^  was  not  called  upon. 

Wilde,  C.  J.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  difficulty  in 
this  case.  The  first  objection  is,  that  the  instrument  declared  on,  showt 
no  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise.  A  glance  at  the  guarantee 
suffices  to  answer  that  objection.  It  begins — '^  In  consideration  of  your 
agreeing  to  supply  Mr.  Henry  Slater  with  goods,  upon  credit,  in  the 
way  of  your  trade  (the  amount  to  be  in  your  own  discretion),  I  hereby 


guarantee  you  the  due  and  regular  payment  of  such  sum  *or 
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sums  as  he  may  now,  or  at  any  time,  and  from  time  to  time 
hereafter,  owe  to  you,  or  to  the  persons  who,  for  the  time  being,  may 
comprise  your  firm,  and  against  any  loss  you  may  sustain  by  his  dealingfi 
with  you,"  &c.  The  defendant  having  thus,  upon  the  face  of  the 
guarantee,  averred  that  a  consideration  has  been  given,  it  is  not  open  to- 
him  now  to  controvert  what  he  has  so  under  his  hand  admitted.  Though 
not  quite  id  the  usual  form  of  such  instruments,  I  think  it  is  sufficient* 
I  must  confess  I  see  no  ambiguity.  It  is  said  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
the  guarantee  was  intended  to  cover  past  supplies,  wholly  or  in  part.  It 
seems  to  me,  however,  that  the  defendant  promises,  in  consideration  of 
future  supplies,  to  be  answerable,  to  the  extent  of  100  Z.,  for  any  debt, 
whether  arising  from  past  or  from  future  dealings.  As  to  the  rest,  the 
declaration  avers  that  goods  were  supplied  to  Slater,  upon  credit,  after 
the  date  of  the  guarantee,  and  that,  although  the  time  for  payment  has 
elapsed,  they  have  not  been  paid  for.    If  there  be  any  matter  of 

(«)  Citing  Sat  r.  Home,  Cowp.  6S3,  6S4 ;  Bae.  Abr.,  tit.  FUa»  mtd  Flmdimg,  (B)  4,  0.  t. 

(B)  i.  4.) 

(a)  Citing.  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Tleoder,  (C.  50)  &c. ;  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Tltiu  and  PUading ;  .  Wnm, 
Stttnd.  235,  n.  (8). 
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discharge,  arismg  from  want  of  noticei  or  otherwisey  that  should  havt 
oome  by  way  of  plea. 

GoLTMAK,  J.y  had  gone  to  chambers,  haying  previously  intimated  his 
concurrence  in  the  judgment  about  to  be  pronounced. 

Crbsbwell,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  In  Johfuian  r. 
NtehoUs^  1  Man.  Gr.  k  S.  251,  the  defendant  gave  a  guarantee  in  the 
following  form — "  As  you  are  about  to  enter  upon  transactions  in  busi- 
ness with  Glaridge  &  Co.,  with  whom  you  have  already  had  dealings,  in 
the  course  of  which  they  may  from  time  to  time  become  largely  indebted 
•8171  *^  ^^^  ^  ^°  consideration  of  your  doing  *so,  I  hereby  agree  to  be 
'^  responsible  to  you  for,  and  guarantee  to  you  the  payment  of,  any 
sums  of  money  which  that  firm  now  is,  or  may  at  any  time  be,  indebted 
to  you."  It  appeared  that  there  had  been  considerable  dealings  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  Claridge  k  Co.,  prior  to  the  date  of  the  guarantee, 
consisting  of  loans  of  money,  payments  made  for,  and  goods  supplied 
to,  Glaridge  k  Co.,  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  credit  upon  which  had  not  thea 
expired;  and  that  those  dealings  had  been,  to  a  small  extent,  since  con- 
tinued. The  declaration  alleged  the  existence  of  prior  dealings  between 
the  plaintiffs  and  Claridge  k  Co.,  of  the  three  descriptions  above  men- 
tioned, and  then  went  on  to  state,  that,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs 
would  continue  such  dealings  as  aforesaid  with  Claridge  k  Co.,  the 
defendant  promised  the  plaintiffis  to  be  responsible  for,  and  to  guarantee 
the  payment  of,  any  sums  of  money  which  Claridge  k  Co.  then  were,  or 
at  any  time  thereafter  might  be,  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  course 
of  such  dealings  as  aforesaid, — that  ia  to  aay,  as  well  in  respect  of  the 
said  sums  of  money  so  lent  and  advanced  on  credit  tis  (rforesaidj  and  of 
the  said  sums  of  money  so  paidy  laid  outy  and  expended  on  credit  ob 
irforesaidy  and  of  the  said  goods  so  sold  on  credit  as  aforesaidy  and  which 
retpective  credits  were  wholly  unexpired  as  (foresaid  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  saidpromiscy  as  also  in  respect  of  stich  dealings  so  to  he 
continued  as  aforesaidy — so  that  Claridge  k  Co.  should  not  be  called  <m 
to  pay  more  than  2000/.  At  the  trial,  it  occurred  to  me  that  a  mere 
illusory  dealing  would  not  satisfy  the  guarantee ;  and  I  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  or  not  the  dealings  had  been  bond  fide  continued. 
The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  court  held,  that 
the  guarantee  disclosed  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  payment  as  well 
of  the  past  as  of  the  future  debt,  and  that  the  declaration  was  good. 
•8181  ^'  ^^^^'  ^  think  that  *a  sufficient  consideration  is  disclosed  on 
^  the  face  of  the  guarantee,  and  that  it  imports  that  the  continued 
supply  should  be  bond  fide  and  to  a  reasonable  extent. 

V.  WiLLUMs,  J.  I  ahio  think  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 
I  considered  the  demurrer  to  be  so  frivolous,  that  I  made  an  order,  at 
ohambers,  to  set  it  aside.  The  court,  however,  thought  that  I  had  done 
wrong,  and  set  aside  my  order. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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BATTY  r.  MARRIOTT.    April  11. 

A  foot-race  is  a  *'  lawful  game,  sport,  or  pastime/*  within  the  proriso  in  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c«  109, 

•.16. 
Two  persons  agree  to  run  a  foot-race,  and  each  of  them  deposits  101.  with  a  third  person,  the 

whole  20/.  to  be  paid  over  to  the  winner : — Held,  the  loser  cannot  recover  back  his  deposit 

frbm  the  stakeholder. 

Assumpsit,  for  10/.  had  and  received  by  the  defendant  to.  the  use 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  for  10/.  due  upon  an  account  stated. 

Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial  before  the  assessor  for  the  sheriff  of  Yorkshire,  on  the 
29th  of  June  last,  it  appeared  that  a  foot-race  had  been  agreed  to  be 
run  by  the  plaintiff  and  one  Askew,  for  10/.  a  side ;  that  each  of  them 
deposited  10/.  with  the  defendant  as  stakeholder,  the  whole  sum  to  be 
handed  over  by  him  to  the  winner  of  the  race ;  that  the  race  was  run, 
and  Askew  declared  the  winner ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  disputing  the 
decision,  demanded  back  his  10/.  from  the  defendant;  but  that  the 
defendant,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff's  protest,  paid  over  the  whole 
20/.  to  Askew. 

A  Tcrdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  10/.,  with  leave  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  *if  the  court  should  be  of  r»oiQ 
opinion  that  the  money  was  deposited  upon  a  lawful  contract. 

JIugh  Hilly  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  niai 
to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  for  a  new  trial.  He  referred  to  Clayton  v.  Jen- 
nings,  2  Sir  W.  Blac.  706 ;  Uvana  v.  Pratt,  3  M.  &;  G.  759,  4  Scott, 
N.  R.  878 ;  Challand  v.  Bray,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  783 ;  Applegarth  v.  Ool- 
ley,  10  M.  &;  W.  728  ;  Bentinck  v.  Cannopy  5  Q.  B.  698,  and  Oliphaat 
on  Horse-racing,  p.  109 ;  but  he  mainly  relied  on  the  proviso  in  the  18tk 
section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109. 

Ogle  showed  cause.  Numerous  attempts  have  from  time  to  time  been 
made  by  the  legislature  to  suppress  gaming  and  wagering.  By  the  2d 
section  of  the  16  Gar.  2,  c.  7, — ^which  was  levelled  at  fraudident  and 
excessive  gaming, — ^it  is  enacted,  ^^  that,  if  any  person  or  persons,  of 
any  degree  or  quality  whatsoever,  at  any  time  or  times  after  the  29th 
of  September,  1664,  do  or  shall, — by  fraud,  shift,  cousenage,  circum- 
vention, deceit,  or  unlawful  device,  or  ill  practice  whatsoever,  in  playing 
at  or  with  cards,  dice,  tables,  tennis,  bowles,  kettles,  shovel-board,  or 
in  or  by  cock-fighting,  horse-races,  dog-matches,  foot-raeesy  or  other 
pastimes,  game  or  games  whatsoever,  or  in  or  by  bearing  a  share  or  part 
in  the  stakes,  wagers,  or  adventures,  or  in  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or 
hands  of  such  as  do  or  shall  play,  act,  ride,  or  run  as  aforesaid, — win, 
obtain,  or  acquire  to  him  or  themselves,  or  to  any  other  or  others,  any 
sun  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  valuable  thing  or  things  whatsoever,*— • 
that  then  every  person  and  persons  so  offending  as  aforesaid,  shall, 
yw  factOy  forfeit  and  lose  treble  the  sum  or  value  of  money  or  other 
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thing  or  things  so  won,  gained,  obtained,  or  acquired,  the  one  moiety 
^  ♦thereof  to  our  sovereign  lord  the  king,  hia  heirs  and  successors, 

J  and  the  other  moiety  thereof  unto  the  person  or  persons  grieved, 
or  who  shall  lose  the  money  or  other  thing  so  gained ;  so  as  every  suck 
loser  and  person  grieved  in  that  behalf,  do  or  shall  prosecute  and  sue  for 
the  same  within  six  calendar  months  next  after  such  play ;  and,*  in 
default  of  such  prosecution,  the  same  other  moiety  to  such  person  or 
persons  as  shall  or  will  prosecute  or  sue  for  the  same  within  one  year 
next  after  the  said  six  months  expired,'*  ftc.  And  the  8d  section,  '^  for 
the  better  avoiding  and  preventing  of  all  excessive  and  immoderate 
playing  and  gaming  for  the  time  to  come,"  enacts  '^  that,  if  any  person 
or  persons  shall,  at  any  time  or  times  after  the  29th  of  September 
aforesaid,  play  at  any  of  the  said  games,  or  any  other  pastime,  game. 
or  games  whatsoever  (other  than  with  or  for  ready  money),  or  shall  bet 
on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  or  shall  play  thereat,  and  shall  lose 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  thing  or  things  so  played  for, 
exceeding  the  sum  of  100/^  at  any  one  time  or  meeting,  upon  ticket  or 
wedit,  or  otherwise,  and  shall  not  pay  down  the  same  at  the  time  when 
he  or  they  shall  so  lose  the  same,  the  party  and  parties  who  loseth  or 
shall  lose  the  said  moneys  or  other  thing  or  things  so  played  or  to  be 
played  for,  above  the  said  sum  of  100/.,  shall  not  in  that  case  be  bound 
or  compelled  or  compellable  to  pay  or  make  good  the  same ;  but  the 
oontract  and  contracts  for  the  same,  and  for  every  part  thereof,  and  all 
and  singular  judgments,  statutes,  recognisances,  mortgages,  convey- 
ances, assurances,  bonds,  bills,  specialties,  promises,  covenants,  agree- 
ments, and  other  acts,  deeds,  and  securities  whatsoever,  which  shall  be 
obtained,  made,  given,  acknowledged,  or  entered  into,  for  security  or 
satisfaction  of  or  for  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  be  utterly  void 
and  of  none  effect;  and  that  the  said  person  or  persons  so  winning  the  sidd 
*«91 1  *^o^^7^  or  other  things,  shall  forfeit  and  lose  treble  the  value 

•J  of  all  such  sum  and  sums  of  money  or  other  thing  or  things 
which  he  shall  so  win^  gain,  obtain,  or  acquire,  above  the  said  sum  of 
loot,"  4;c.  Then  came  the  9  Anne,  o.  14,  the  first  section  of  which, — 
reciting  that  ^^  the  laws  then  in  force  for  preventing  the  mischiefs  which 
might  happen  by  gaming,  had  not  been  found  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose,"—enacts,  "  that,  from  and  after  the  1st  of  May,  1711,  all  notes, 
bills,  bonds,  judgments,  mortgages,  or  other  securities  or  conveyances 
whatsoever,  given,  granted,  drawn,  or  entered  into  or  executed  by  any 
person  or  persons  whatsoever,  where  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  con- 
sideration of  such  conveyances  or  securities  shall  be  for  any  money,  or 
other  valuable  thing  whatsoever,  won  by  gaming  or  playing  at  cards, 
dice,  tables,  tennis,  bowls,  or  oth^  game  or  games  whatsoever,  or  by 
betting  on  the  sides  or  hands  of  such  as  do  game  at  any  of  the  games 
aforesaid,  or  for  the  reimbursing  or  repaying  any  money  knowingly  lent 
or  advanced  for  such  gaming  or  betting  as  aforesaid,  or  lent  or  advanced 
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St  the  time  snd  place  of  such  play,  to  any  person  or  persons  so  gaining 
or  betting  as  aforesaid,  or  that  shall,  during  such  play,  so  play  or  bet, 
shall  be  utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of  none  effect,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,  any  statute,  law,  or  usage  to  the  contrary  thereof 
in  anywise  notwithstanding ;  and  that,  where  such  mcNrtgages,  securities, 
or  other  conveyances  shall  be  of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or 
shall  be  such  as  incumber  or  affect  the  same,  such  mortgages,  securities, 
or  other  conveyances,  shall  enure  and  be  to  and  for  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of,  and  shall  devolve  upon,  such  person  or  persons  as  should  ot 
might  have  or  be  entitled  to  such  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  i^ 
case  the  said  grantor  or  grantors  thereof,  or  the  person  or  persons 
incumbering  the  same,  had  been  naturally  dead,  and  as  *if  such  r^ooo 
siortgage8,>6ecurities,  or  other  conveyances,  had  been  made  to 
such  person  or  persons  so  to  be  entitled  after  the  decease  of  the  person 
or  persons  so  incumbering  the  same;  and  that  all  grants  or  convey- 
ances to  be  made  for  the  preventing  of  such  lands,  tenements,  or  here- 
ditaments, from  coming  to,  or  devolving  upon,  such  person  or  persons 
hereby  intended  to  enjoy  the  same  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  deemed  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  and  of  none  effect,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatso- 
ever." The  2d  section  enacts  ^^that  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever 
who  shall,  at  any  time  or  sitting,  by  playing  at  cards,  dice,  tables,  or 
other  game  or  games  whatsoever,  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands 
of  such  as  do  play  at  any  of  the  games  aforesaid,  lose  to  any  one  or 
more  person  or  persons  so  playing  or  betting,  in  the  whole,  the  sum  or 
value  of  10/.,  and  shall  pay  or  deliver  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof, 
the  person  or  persons  so  losing  and  paying  or  delivering  the  same,  shall 
be  at  liberty,  within  three  months  then  next,  to  sue  for,  and  recover,  the 
money  or  goods  so  lost  and  paid  or  delivered,  or  any  part  thereof,  from 
the  respective  winner  or  winners  thereof,  with  costs  of  suit,  by  action  of 
debt,"  &c.  And  the  5th  section  enacts,  "that,  if  any  person  or  persons 
whatsover,  at  any  time  or  times  after  the  first  of  May,  1711,  do  or  shall, 
— ^by  any  fraud  or  shift,  cousenage,  circumvention,  deceit,  or  unlawful 
device,  or  ill  practice  whatsoever,  in  playing  at  or  with  cards,  dice,  or 
any  of  the  games  aforesaid,  or  in  or  by  bearing  a  share  or  part  in  the 
stakes,  wagers,  or  adventures,  or  in  or  by  betting  on  the  sides  or  hands 
of  such  as  do  or  shall  play  as  aforesaid, — ^win,  obtain,  or  acquire  to  him 
or  themselves,  or  to  any  other  or  others,  any  sum  or  sums  of  money, 
or  other  valuable  thing  or  things  whatsoever,  or  shall,  at  any  one  time  or 
sitting,  win  of  any  one  or  more  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  above  the  sum 
or  value  of  10/.,  that  then  every  person  or  persons  so  winning  by  such  ill 
^practice  as  aforesaid,  or  winning  at  any  one  time  or  sitting  above  r^ooo 
the  said  sum  or  value  of  10/.,. and  being  convicted  of  any  of  the 
said  offences,  upon  an  indictment  or  information  to  be  exhibited  against 
him  or  them  for  that  purpose,  shall  forfeit  five  times  the  value  of  the 
ram,  or  sums  of  money,  or  other  thing  so  won  as  aforesaid,  and 
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in  case  of  sticli  ill  practice  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  deemed  infamous, 
and  suffer  such  corporal  punishment  as  in  cases  of  wilful  perjury ; 
and  such  penalty  shall  be  recovered  by  such  person  or  persons  who 
shall  sue  for  the  same  by  such  action  as  aforesaid."  The  courts 
have  held  that  the  words  ^^  cards,  dice,  or  other  game  or  games,'* 
were  to  be  construed  by  the  former  statute  of  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  and  to 
include  horse-racing,  and  foot-racing:  0-oodbum  v.  Marley^  2  Stra. 
1159 ;  Lynall  v.  Langhothom^  2  Wils.  86.  The  question  is,  whether  a 
party  who  has  engaged  in  an  unlawful  transaction  of  this  sort,  can,  after 
the  event  has  happened,  demand  to  have  his  deposit  restored.  In 
Hastelow  v.  Jackson^  8  B.  &  C.  221,  2  M.  &  R.  209,  Littledale,  J., 
says :  ^^  If  two  parties  enter  into  an  illegal  contract,  and  money  is  paid 
upon  it  by  one  to  the  other,  that  may  be  recovered  back  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract,  but  not  afterwards.  In  the  case  of  persons 
entering  into  such  a  contract,  and  paying  money  to  a  stake-holder,  if 
the  event  happens,  and  the  money  is  paid  over  without  dupuUy  that  is 
considered  as  a  complete  execution  of  the  contract,  and  the  money  can- 
not be  reclaimed ;  but,  if  the  event  has  not  happened,  the  money  may 
be  reoovered."  [Bu^gh  Hill  admitted  that  wagers  on  horse  and  foot- 
racing were  within  the  prohibition  of  the  16  Gar.  2,  c.  7,  and  9  Anne,  e. 
14 ;  but  contended  that  those  statutes  were  altogether  repealed  by  the 
8  &;  9  Vict.  c.  109.]  The  15th  section  of  the  statute  last  referred  to, 
*8241  P'^^^*^^^  *^^  repeal  the  16  Gar.  2,  c.  7,  and  so  much  of  the  9 
Anne,  c.  14,  as  was  not  altered  by  the  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  41,  and  so 
much  of  the  18  G.  2,  c.  34,  as  related  to  the  9  Anne,  c.  14,  or  as  ren 
dered  any  person  liable  to  be  indicted  and  punished  for  winning  or  losing, 
at  play  or  by  betting,  at  any  one  time,  the  sum  or  value  of  10/.,  or, 
within  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours,  the  sum  or  value  of  20/. — except 
as  to  any  penalties  incurred  on  or  before  the  5th  of  March,  1844,  for 
recovering  which  any  suit  should  have  been  commenced  before  the  said 
6th  of  March,  and  the  proceedings  for  recovery  and  application  of  the 
same.  The  18th  section  enacts  ^Hhat  all  contracts  or  agreements, 
whether  by  parol  or  in  writing,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be 
null  and  void;  and  that  no  suit  shall  be  brought  or  maintained,  in  any 
court  of  law  or  equity,  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money  or  valuable 
thing,  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or  which  shall  have  been 
deposited  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the  event  on  which  any 
wager  shall  have  been  made.*'  And  then  comes  the  proviso  upon  which 
reliance  is  placed  on  the  other  side — ^'  Provided  always  that  this  enact- 
ment shall  not  be  deemed  to  apply  to  any  subscription  or  contribution, 
or  agreement  to  subscribe  or  contribute,  for  or  toward  any  plate,  prise, 
or  sum  of  money  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner  or  winners  of  any  lawful 
game,  sport,  pastime,  or  exercise."  The  5th  section  of  the  statute  of 
Anne  is  repealed  by  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  109 ;  but  the  1st  and  2d  sections^ 
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irbioh  einbrftce  Aiis  case,  «re1eft  nntonelied.  In  Vameg  f.  J7f<?JEiium,(d^ 
this  court  held  that  the  8  ft  9  Yict.  c.  109,  s.  18,  does  not  preclude  a 
par^  who  repndiateB  the  wager  before  the  event  Ls  ascertained,  from 
rioeoYering  back  from  the  stakeholder  the  amomit  of  his  deposit.    The 


^{ffoviso  in  that  section  excepts  from  the  operation  of  the  former 
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acts  only  snch  games  as  are  lawful, 

Swgh  HiR,  in  support  of  his  rale.  The  contract  upon  which  the 
money  in  this  case  was  deposited,  being  a  legal  contract,  and  the  event 
upon  the  happening  of  ^ch  the  money  was  to  be  paid  over  having 
taken  place,  and  the  defendant  having  parted  with  the  stakes,  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  maintain  this  acdon.  At  common  law,  it  is  dear,  a 
fbot-race  was  not  illegaL  The  first  statute  that  makes  any  mention  of 
foot-races,  is  the  16  Oar.  2,  c.  7,  s.  2,  which  is  only  addressed  to  fraiidtir 
lent  and  exeessite  gaming:  Applegctrth  v.  Cottey^  10  M.  ft  W.  728.  Im 
Hodsan  v.  Terrill^  1  G.  ft  M.  797,  a  cricket-match  was  held  to  b^ 
illegal,  by  force  of  the  9  Ann.  c.  14,  where  the  stake  exceeded  10/. 
The  5  ft  6  W.  4,  c.  41,  an  act  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  securities 
given  for  considerations  arising  out  of  gaming,  usurious,  and  certain 
other  illegal  transdtctions, — reciting,  amongst  others,  the  statute  of  9 
Ann.  c.  14,— enacts,  in  s.  1,  that  securities  given  for  considerations 
arising  out  of  illegal  transactions,  shall  not  be  void,  but  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  been  given  for  an  illegal  consideration:  and  the  8d  section 
repeals  so  much  of  the  9  Ann.  c  14,  as  enacts  that  such  securities  shall 
enure  for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  in  remainder.  The  question  here  is, 
whether  the  contract  falls  within  the  enacting  part,  or  within  the  proviso, 
of  the  8  ft  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  18.  If  within  the  latter,  as  it  is  submitted 
it  does,  it  is  perfectly  valid ;  the  true  construction  of  the  proviso  being, 
that,  where  the  whole  sum  subscribed, — ^whether  by  two  persons  or  by 
many, — ^is  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner  of  a  lawful  game  or  pastime,  th« 
contract  is  valid.  The  object  of  the  statute  is,  not  to  restrain  persons 
from  playing,  but  to  restrain  them  from  merely  betting  *or  rj„oo/» 
gambling  on  the  event.  This  plainly  appears  from  the  recital,  I- 
which  is,  "that  the  laws  heretofore  made  in  restraint  of  unlawful 
gaming  have,  been  found  of  no  avail  to  prevent  the  mischiefs  which 
may  happen  therefrom,  and  also  apply  to  sundry  games  of  skill,  from 
which  the  like  mischief^  cannot  arise."  And  that  statute  repeals  the 
whole  of  the  9  Ann.  c.  14,  except  that  part  which  is  altered  by  the  6  ft 
6  W.  4,  c.  41,  and  which  has  no  application  to  the  present  case.  In 
Clayton  v,  Jenningz^  2  W.  Bl.  706,  Aston,  J.,  mentions  a  case  of 
Connor  v.  Quickyffl)  where  the  court  "took  a  distinction  between  running 
a  horse  for  60Z.,  which  was  lawful,  and  betting  on  the  side  of  the  horse, 
which  was  not  so."  The  same  distinction  is  taken  by  Tnn>AL,  C.  J., 
in  EvanB  v.  Protf,  8  M.  ft  0. 759, 4  Scott,  N.  R.  878.    So,  in  ChalUmd 

(H)  Anta  p.  271. 

{h)  Not  otherwise  reported.    Stated  then  to  hare  been  decided  about  16.^ 
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T.  Brojf,  1  Dowi  N.  S.  788,  a  wager  of  252.  a  side  on  a  trottiiig^iiatab, 
to  be  trotted  along  a  tumpike-road, — the  parties  being  respectively  the 
owners  of  the  horses, — ^was  held  to  be  a  legal  race,  within  the  18  O.  2, 
0.  84,  s,  1 ;  and  therefore  a  party  who,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
wager,  had  forfeited  his  deposit-money,  was  held  not  entitled  to  recover 
it  back  from  the  stakeholder.  .[Grbsswbll,  J.  Because  the  statate 
expressly  made  the  race  legal.]  So,  here,  the  transaction  is  expressly 
made  legal  by  the  proviso  in  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  18.  In  Umerjf 
V.  Richardiy  14  M.  k  W.  728,  it  was  held,  that  a  wager  of  less  than 
10/.  on  a  foot-race,  to  be  run  for  a  sum  under  10/.,  before  the  statate  8 
k  9  Vict  c.  109,  s.  18,  was  legal  and  valid,  and  neither  of  the  betters 
could  recover  back  his  stake  from  the  stakeholder  before  the  determina- 
tion of  the  event.  Pabkb,  B.,  there  says :  ^^  The  point  has  been  already 
decided  by  the  case  of  Applegarth  v.  Colley.  This  is  not  gaming  on 
♦fi^'ri  ^^^^^  because  here  the  money  Vas  parted  with ;  nor  is  it  excee- 
->  sive  gaming  within  the  statute.  If  so,  the  transaction  was  valid, 
and  the  contract  binding;  and  therefore  one  of  the  parties  cannot 
determine  it  by  a  simple  countermand,  without  the  consent  of  all  the 
other  parties  depositing."  In  Bentinch  v.  Cionnop,  5  Q.  jB.  698,  the 
betting  was  on  ticket  or  credit ;  and  that  was  one  of  the  cases  that  the 
legislature  had  in  its  view  when  framing  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  109.  The 
language  of  the  enacting  part  of  the  18th  section  of  that  statute  will  be 
abundantly  satisfied  by  holding  the  proviso  to  apply  to  all  cases  of 
subscription  to  a  lawful  game,  whether  the  persons  so  subscribing  be  the 
immediate  parties  to  the  game,  or  strangers.  [Goltman,  J.  The 
statate  9  Ann.  c.  14,  is  not  altogether  repealed,  but  is  modified  by  the 
5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  41.  Suppose,  instead  of  money,  the  deposit  had  been 
of  a  promissory  note,  could  an  action  have  been  maintained  upon  the 
note?]  The  statute  of  Anne  may  be  still  existing  to  the  modified 
extent  suggested. 

WiLDB,  G.  J.  Gonsidering  the  subject-matter  to  which  this  act  of 
parliament  applies,  it  cannot  excite  surprise  that  difficulty  should  be  felt 
in  determining  whether  or  not  certain  cases,  that  are  obviously  not 
within  its  words,  were  within  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature.  In 
construing  the  proviso,  I  can  only  look  to  the  plain  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage in  which  it  is  couched ;  and  to  that  I  must  give  eflfect,  unless  I 
find  in  it  something  repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with,  the  general  scope 
and  object  of  the  act.  The  first  question  in  this  case,  is,  whether  a  foot- 
race is  a  lawful  game.  What  renders  it  unlawful  ?  The  statute  9  Anne, 
c.  14,  is  relied  on.  Upon  the  other  hand,  it  is  insisted  that  the  statate 
of  Anne  is  repealed:  and,  so  far  as  that  question  is  concerned,  I 
*R9.K\  *^^  ^^  ^'  '^^^  question  is,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  enacting 
°^-l  part  of  the  18th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  as  controlled 
by  the  proviso,  which  declares  that  the  enactment  '^  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  apply  to  any  subscription  or  contribution,  or  agreement  to  subscribe 
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0t  oontrilnite,  for  or  towftrd  any  plate,  prise,  or  sum  of  nlonej  to  be 
swarded  to  the  winner  or  winners  of  any  lawfiil  game,  sport,  pastime,  or 
exercise."  It  appears  here,  that  two  persons  have  subscribed  10/.  each, 
and  that  these  two  snms  have  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant 
as  stakeholder,  npon  the  understanding  that  the  whole  20/.  is  to  be 
swarded  to  the  winner  of  the  race.  Then,  the  race,  not  being  an  illegal 
game,  and  the  money  having  been  subscribed  by  these  two  persons,  the 
question  is,  whether  the  case  falls  within  the  enacting  part  of  the  18th 
section,  or  within  the  proviso.  There  may,  possibly,  be  a  difference 
when  the  money  is  not  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder.  The  dif- 
ficulty is  in  saying,  when  two  persons,  and  only  two,  mutually  agree  to 
put  down  a  stake,  the  whole  of  which  is  to  be  paid  over  to  the  winner,  in 
what  respect  that  differs  from  a  wager.  At  the  same  time,  we  cannot, 
in  construing  this  act  of  parliament,  shut  our  eyes  to  what  was  passing 
in  the  world  at  the  time  the  statute  passed.  Horse-racing,  it  is  quite 
clear,  was  not  intended  to  be  discouraged ;  and  many  races  run  with 
horses  are  match-races,  where  the  horse  of  one  person  runs  against  the 
horse  of  another,  for  certain  stakes  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner.  The 
act  of  parliament  in  question  clearly  did  not  intend  to  prohibit  such, 
matches,  which  are  within  the  express  terms  of  the  proviso.  Here,  two 
sums  of  10/.  each  having  been  deposited  by  two  persons,  to  abide  tiie 
event  of  a  lawful  race, — ^the  whole  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner ;  the 
ease  is  clearly  one  which  falls  within  the  words  of  the  proviso; 
"^and  the  court  can  only  deal  with  the  precise  words  before  them.  p^QOA 
It  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  frame  an  act  of  parliament  upon  ^ 
this  subject  that  should  be  free  from  ambiguity.  The  difficulty  here  is, 
m  seeing  in  what  respect  a  stake  to  which  only  two  contribute,  differs 
from  a  wager.  But  I  feel  perfectly  safe  in  holding  that  ths  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sum  deposited  by  him,  inasmuch  as  there 
was  no  illegality  in  the  contract  upon  which  it  was  deposited.  Horse- 
racing  was  not  meant  to  be  put  down ;  yet,  if  two  persons  only  run 
their  horses  one  agaiiost  the  other,  for  a  sum  of  money,  that  is  clearly  a 
wager.  This  case  seems,  however,  to  come  distinctly  within  the  words 
of  the  proviso.  I  see  no  ground  for  giving  to  the  language  of  the  statute 
a  construction  different  from  that  which  ordinarily  and  properly  belongs 
to  it.  If  no  tribunal  is  appointed  by  the  parties,  the  law  must  decide 
between  them.  In  no  case  can  a  party  who  has  paid  money  upon  a 
legal  contract,  withdraw  from  that  contract  at  his  pleasure.  For  these 
reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  must  be 
made  absolute. 

CoLTMAV,  J.  I  also  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  race  in  question 
was  a  lawful  game,  and  that  the  statute  of  9  Anne,  c.  14,  so  far  as  it 
affects  the  question,  is  now  repealed.  It  certainly  does  seem  to  be  a 
singular  anomaly, — ^though  it  does  not  materially  affect  this  case, — ^that 
the  winner  of  a  race  should  be  entitled  to  recover  the  stakes,  and  y«t 
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ibat,  by  the  oOvibiiied  epeiration  of  the  9  Atuie,  c.  14,  and  C  ft  6  W.  ^ 
c.  41,  if  a  promiasorj  note  or  other  securitj  were  given  for  the  amounl, 
he  would  be  precluded  from  availing  himBelf  of  it,  by  reason  of  the 
^^Q^    illegality  of  the  consideration,  (a)    It  is  ^difficult  to  say  that  this 

^  contract  is  not  one  that  in  its  nature  falls  distinctly  within  the 
^      -  first  part  of  the  18th  section  of  •the  8  &  9  Vict  a  109.    But 

^  for  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  that  section,  this  transaction  might 
fBorly  be  held  to  be  a  wager,  and  void.  It  is  like  a  wager,  because  there 
are  only  two  parties  to  it.  The  proviso,  however,  was  evidently  intended 
to  prevent  that  effect  being  given  to  the  enacting  words  of  the  clause, 
and  to  except  some  kinds  of  gaming  and  wagering^  which  otherwise 
would  have  been  prohibited.  The  proviso  evidently  cc^ntemplated  the 
ease  of  a  sweepstakes, — ^where  several  persons  subscribe  to  a  stake  or 
fund,  the  whole  of  which  becomes,  under  certain  regulations,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  winner.  It  does  not,  however,  define  the  number  of  sub- 
scriWs  (XT  ccmtributors :  s/ai  it  seems  to  me  to  make  no  difference 
whether  the  number  of  such  subscribers  be  two  or  fifty.  I  cannot  hely 
seeing  that  this  decisicm  may  have  the  effect  of  sanctioning,  in  a  great 
degree,  that  which  it  was  obviously  the  general  policy  of  the  act  to  dis* 
eour^tge.    We,  however,  can  only  interpret  the  language  of  the  legisla- 

(a)  •*  In  Baijeau  v.  Walnuleff  (2  Stra.  1349),  Aleifihrook  ▼.  Ball,  (2  Wilt.  909),  and  M'AUa^ 
fcr.v.  Hnimn  (3  Gampb.  438),  it  wat  held  that  ^e  aecurity  only,  »nd  not  the  oontcaat,  mm 
rendered  void  by  the  Btstute.  And  in  JRpbtnnon  v.  Bland  (1  W.  Bla.  200),  Lord  Maksfield 
expressly  stated,  that  it  had  been  twice  judicially  determined  that  the  object  of  the  legislature 
was,  to  avoid  the  eecurity,  and  not  the  contract,  in  order  to  give  oourta  an  opportunity  to  exa- 
mine into  the  merits  of  the  oonsideraiion ;  and  there  are  certainly  other  4l»cta  lo  the  same  effect. 
On  the  other  hand,  in  Young  v.  Moore  {2  Wils.  67),  the  court  of  Common  Pleas  held,  that  the 
•tatnte,  by  necessary  implication,  made  yoid  the  contract,  as  well  as  the  security;  and  it  is 
eirident  that  this  oonrt,  in  if  JTwiicI/  v.  £oftiRMi»  (3  M.  k,  W.  44(^,  inclioed  to  that  as  the  moae 
ftaaonable  view  of  the  law.  The  ground  suggested  by  Lord  Mavsfibxj),  namely,  that  the  object 
of  the  legislature  was  to  give  the  courts  an  opportunity  of  looking  into  the  merits  of  the  oonsidera* 
fion,  is  evidently  untenable.  The  nature  of  the  consideration  would  be  brought  before  the 
«a«Tt  ••  well  in  an  action  upon  a  inomissory  note  or  bill  of  exchange,  as  in  an  action  on  ^ 
contract.  Besides,  if  the  consideration  is  legal,  what  is  there  for  the  court  to  inquire  into,  and 
why  in  such  a  case  should  the  legislature  avoid  the  security  at  all  f  We  have  adverted  to  thta 
•ection  of  the  statute,  and  the  authorities  upon  it,  as  they  were  mudi  praased  in  the  argument, 
ihough,  in  truth,  in  our  view  of  this  caee,  they  do  not  apply  to  the  question  before  ns ;  and  we 
only  think  it  necessary  to  add  on  this  point,  that,  whatever  might  have  been  the  opinion  of  thia 
court  as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  in  question,  if  we  had  been  called  upon  to  balance 
4he  anthority  of  the  earlier  dedsiona  against  each  other,  and  to  decide  between  them,  it  is  net 
now  neceesary  to  do  so :  for,  we  think  that  the  legislature,  in  passing  the  5  d&  6  Will.  4,  c  41, 
has  in  fact  pronounced  its  decision  upon  this  point. 

"  That  act,  while  it  repeals  so  much  of  the  statute  of  Anne  as  makes  the  aecurities  void, 
•ipreasly  enacta.  that  they  shall  be  deeoMd  to  have  beea  given  on  an  illegal  consideration :  and 
it  4S  impossible  to  impute  to  the  legislature  an  intention  so  absurd,  as  that  the  consideration 
should  be  good  and  capable  of  being  enforced,  until  some  security  is  given  for  the  amount,  and 
then  that,  by  the  giving  of  the  security,  the  consideration  shonld  become  bad." — Per  Rolpb,  B.» 
^  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  oonrt  of  £xchequer  in  AfpUgaHh  v.  Colltg,  10  M.  ^  W. 
731,  2. 

In  Leapridge  v.  King  cPeake's  Add.  Cases,  32),  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  9  Anne,e.  H, 
mida  void  all  Beeuntiu  given  finr  money  lent  at  the  time  of  play,  ^e  amovnt  night  he  recovered 
from  the  boirower  in  an  action  for  money  lent.  But  the  decision  in  Appi^artk  v.  ColUy  woujd 
apply  to  money  lent  at  the  time  of  play,  as  fully  as  to  money  won  at  play,  the  implied  statutory 
Tc«bibiiiim  Mag  the  tMie  in  both  cases. 
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t«re  as  we  find  it.    If  misoliief  results,  the  legislature  alone  can  apply 
the  remedy. 

Grssswbll,  J.    I  also  am  of  opinion  that  a  nonsuit  must  be  entered 
in  this  case.    The  question,  as  it  seems  to  me,  depends  upon  the  common 
law  and  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109, — ^the 
statutes  which  are  supposed  to  have  made  foot-races  illegal,  having,  so 
far  at  least  as  this  point  is  concerned,  been  repealed.     At  common  law 
there  clearly  was  nothing  illegal  in  a  foot-race.     The  18th  is  the  only 
section  in  the  recent  act  that  prohibits  wagering.    It  enacts  ^'  that  all 
contracts  or  agreements,  whether  by  parol  or  in  writing,  by  way  of 
gaming  or  wagering,  shall  be  null  and  void;  and  that  no  suit  shaU  be 
brought  or  maintained  in  any  court  of  law  or  equity,  for  recorering  any 
sum  of  money,  or  valuable  thing,  alleged  to  be  won  upon  any  wager,  or 
which  shall  have  been  *depo3ited  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  p^^oqo 
alMde  the  event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been  made."  ^ 
Iktkt  enactment  would  probably  have  embraced  this  case,  had  it  not  been 
for  the  proviso,  which  declares  "that  this  enactment  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  apply  to  any  subscription  or  contribution,  or  agreement  to  subscribe 
or  contribute,  for  or  toward  any  plate,  prize,  or  sum  of  money,  to  be 
awarded  to  the  winner  or  winners  of  any  lawful  game,  ^ort,  pastime, 
or  exercise."     This  proviso  was  manifestly  intended  to  protect  certain 
transactions  that  would  otherwise  have  been  affected  by  the  prior  part 
of  the  clause.     A  contribution  to  sweepstakes  is  clearly  a  wager;  but, 
by  the  proviso,  the  prohibition  or  disqualification  is  not  to  apply  to  any 
subscription  or  contribution  towards  any  plate  or  sum  to  be  awarded  to 
the  winner  of  any  lawful  game.    You  cannot,  from  the  words  only,  infer 
any  limit  to  the  number  of  suhscribers  or  eo&tributors.     Though  there 
are  two  sabseribers  only,  it  is  not  the  less  a  contribution  to  a  sum  to  be 
awarded  to  the  winner  of  a  lawful  fame,  if  the  agreement  be,  that  the 
whole  sum  subscribed  shall  be  paid  over  to  the  winner.     The  case  falls 
defirly  within  the  proviso.    It  might  have  been  different  if  contribution 
to  a  plate  only  had  been  mentioned ;  but  the  words  are  plate,  prixe,  or 
$um  of  money.    The  race  in  question,  therefore,  being  a  lawful  race,  and 
the  prize  or  sum  of  money  being  to  be  awarded  to  die  winner,  upon  * 
contract  not  tainted  by  any  illegality,  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  exclude 
the  transaction  from  the  benefit  of  this  proviso,    f  therefore  think  this 
rule  must  be  discharged. 

y.  Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plaintiff  is  seek- 
ing to  recover  back  the  amount  of  the  stake  deposited  by  him,  on  th6 
ground  that  the  contract  upon  which  it  was  paid,  was  illegal.  Whether 
the  contract  was  illegal  or  not,  depends  upon  the  ♦construction  p^^oo 
of  the  18th  section  of  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  109.  I  agree  with  the  ^  ^^^ 
rest  of  the  court,  in  thinking  that  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7,  and  9  Anne, «. 
14,  so  far  as  they  related  to  the  mf^tter  in  hand,  are  repealed.  The&rst 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  a  foot-race  is  a  ^^  lawfid  game,  «f0tl^ 
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pastime,  or  exercise,"  within  the  proviso  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  109,  s.  18. 
I  think  it  is.  Then,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  money  sought  to 
be  recovered  in  this  action,  is  a  "  subscription  or  contribution  for  or 
toward  a  sum  of  money  to  be  awarded  to  the  winner  of  a  la¥rful  game/' 
Clearly  it  is.  The  consideration,  therefore,  upon  which  the  money  was 
deposited,  not  being  illegal,  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  it  back. 

Rule  absolute,  to  enter  a  nonsuit.(a) 

(a)  QiuBre,  whether  the  second  question  in  this  esse  might  not  be  pat  thns :  **  Does  an  act 
of  parliament  which  forbids  wagers  upon  a  legal  race,  but  which  authorises  the  depositing  of 
•abscriptions  towards  an  open  fund,  the  amount  of  which  is  to  be  received  by  the  winner  at 
such  race,  legalise  a  wager  on  each  a  race,  provided  the  wager  be  made  so  far  in  the  form  of  a 
subscription  to  a  fund,  as  that  each  party  deposits  the  amount  of  his  venture  in  the  hands  of  a 
stakeholder  V*  The  object  of  the  proviso  seems  to  have  been  to  protect  contributions  to  a 
public  race-fund,  which  though  operating  as  wagers  between  the  parties,  are  considered  to  b« 
productive  of  public  benefit,  from  being  treated  as  void  in  respect  of  their  substantial  resem^ 
blance  to  wagers ;  and  that  the  effect  has  been  to  protect  private  wagers  on  the  ground  of  some 
formal  resemblance  which  they  bear  to  contributions  to  sweepstakes.  The  term  "  open*'  is 
not  in  the  statute ;  but  the  proviso  speaks  of  a  plate,  prize,  or  sum  of  money,  t.  e.,  a  priM, 
consisting  either  of  a  plate,  or  other  specific  chattel,  or  of  money  to  be  "  awarded"  to  the  winner. 

As  the  plaintiff  demanded  back  his  stake  from  the  defendant,  the  stakeholder,  before  the 
■mount  had  been  paid  over  to  the  winner  of  the  vrager,  he  would  be  entitled  to  maintain  the 
present  action,  notwithstanding  the  foot-race  had  been  run  and  won,  unless  the  wager  as  wdl 
as  the  race  was  legal.  See  Cotton  v.  Thurland,  5  T.  R.  405 ;  Laeaustade  v.  White,  2  Esp. 
N.  P.  C.  629,  7  T.  R.  535 ;  Baie  v.  Cartwrigkt,  7  Price,  540 ;  SmUk  v.  Bickmore,  4  Taunt. 
474 ;  Ha$teUrw  v.  Jaduon,  8  B.  d&  C.  281,  8  Mann.  &  R.  209. 
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In  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  an  accommodation  bill,  the  following  momorandom,  vitk 
reference  to  the  bill  declared  on ,  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  without  a  stamp, — 
"  I  hereby  acknowledge  that  you  have,  for  my  accommodation,  accepted  a  bill  of  even  date 
herewith,  for  252.,  payable,  d&c ;  and  I  agree  to  provide  for  the  aame  when  due." 

Assumpsit  by  an  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  25Z. 

Pleas, — first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept  the  bill, — secondly, 
that  the  drawer  did  not  indorse, — ^thirdly,  that  there  was  no  considera- 
tion for  the  acceptance,  as  between  the  drawer  and  the  acceptor,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  holder  without  value.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lord  Dbxman,  at  the  last  assizes  for  the  county 
of  Kent,  in  support  of  his  third  plea,  the  defendant  put  in  the  following 
document : — 

"JKem.  Mr.  George  Webb.  I  hereby  acknowledge  that  you  have, 
for  my  accommodation,  accepted  a  bill  of  even  date  herewith,  for  252., 
payable  three  months  after  date ;  and  I  agree  to  provide  for  the  same, 
when  due." 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  insisted  that  this  memorandum  was 
not  receivable  without  an  agreement  stamp. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  submitted  that  the  legal  effect  of  the  docu- 
menl  was  no  more  than  a  mere  acknowledgment  that  the  bill  therein 
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neBtioned  had  been  accepted  by  the  defendant  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  drawer :  and  Tamkins  y.  AiUy,  6  B.  &  G.  541,  9  D.  &  R.  648, 
and  MulleU  v.  HutchUon,  7  B.  &  C.  639,  1  M.  &  R.  522,  8  C.  &  P.  92, 
were  cited, — ^in  the  former  of  which,  the  plaintiff  having  deposited 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  received  from  him  the  following 
memorandum,  ''  Mr.  T.  has  left  in  my  hands  200/.,"  and,  in  an  action 
*to  recover  that  sum,  the  memorandum  was  held  to  be  admissible  r^oo^ 
in  evidence  without  a  stamp ; — and,  in  the  latter,  in  an  action  for 
not  returning  bills  deposited  with  the  defendant,  the  following  imstamped 
memorandum,  signed  by  the  defendant,  was  held  admissible:  ^'I  have 
in  my  hands  three  bills,  which  amount  to  120/.  lOs.  6(2.,  which  I  have 
to  get  discounted,  or  return  on  demand." 

The  document  was  admitted,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  first  and  second  issues,  and  for  the  defendant  on  the  third. 

Petersdorff  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misreception 
of  evidence.  He  submitted  that  the  document  in  question  was  dis- 
tinguishable from  those  produced  in  the  cases  cited  at  the  trial,  inasmuch 
as  here  there  were  words  of  agreement  that  were  not  found  in  those  cases* 

Wilde,  C.  J.  The  legal  effect  of  the  paper  produced  in  this  case  is, 
simply  an  acknowledgment  that  the  acceptance  referred  to  is  an 
accommodation  acceptance.  The  words  at  the  end  give  it  no  greater 
effect  than  it  would  have  had  if  those  words  had  been  omitted.  So 
reading  it,  the  document  clearly  is  not  one  that  requires  a  stamp. 

Cresswbll,  J.  Suppose  the  words  had  been, — ^'  I  hereby  acknowledge 
that  you  have  lent  me  your  acceptance  for  25/.,"  would  that  have  re- 
quired a  stamp  ?  From  that  acknowledgment,  would  not  the  law  have 
implied  a  promise  to  provide  for  the  bill  at  its  maturity?  If  so,  what 
further  effect  have  the  words  that  follow  ? 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  refused. 
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By  indenture  between  A.  and  B-, — reciting,  that  B.  having  become  surety  on  behalf  of  A.  for 
the  payment  of  600/.  due  from  A.  to  C,  in  consideration  of  C.*s  forbearing  proceedings 
tigainst  A.,  A.,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  B.  the  payment  of  the  6001.  in  case  he  should 
be  required,  as  such  surety,  to  pay  the  same  to  C,  had  executed  a  bond  to  B.,  conditioned 
for  the  payment  to  6.,  his  executors,  dec,  of  600/.  on  a  certain  day ;  and  that,  for  the  better 
securing  to  B.  the  payment  of  the  600/.,  in  case  he  should  be  required,  as  such  surety,  to 
pay  the  same  to  C,  A.  had  agreed  to  grant,  dec.,  his  household  goods  and  aflects,  dte.»  to  B., 
— A.,  in  consideration  of  B.  having  become  such  surety,  granted  unto  B.  his  said  goods  and 
effects,  &c.,  unto,  and  to  the  proper  use  and  behoof  of,  B.,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  ever. 
The  indenture  contained  a  proviso  to  be  void  on  payment  to  C.  of  600/.,  with  interest,  on 
a  given  day, — a  covenant  by  A.  with  B.  to  pay  the  600/.  and  interest  to  C,  and  to  indem- 
nify B.,  his  executors,  &c.,  fix>m  the  payment  thereof,— a  covenant  by  A.  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment by  B.  in  case  of  default, — a  covenant  to  insure, — and  a  power  of  sale  for  payment  to 
C.  of  the  600/.  and  interest : — 

SM,  that  this  indenture  was  properly  stamped  with  the  ordinary  deed  (1/.  15s.)  stamp,  with- 
out either  an  ad  valorem  or  a  25/.  stamp, — the  bond  from  A.  to  B.  having  been  stamped  with 
the  progressive  duty  (5/.)  upon  6001. 
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Meld,  that  B.  might  ititinttin  ti«^|>8S0  agwnst  fl^  dieriff  for  aeizing  theae  food*  ttiidar  ft^>lt 
a^ttn9t  A.,  notwithfita&diDg  that  iq)  to  the  time  of  the  aeizure  they  remained  in  A.*a 
posseasion. 

This  iraB  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  defendant,  an  officer  of 
the  sheriff  of  Northamptonshire,  for  seizing  and  conv^ting  certain  honae- 
hold  furniture  and  effects  belonging  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  not  possessed. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Af  aitlb,  J.,  at  the  last  assizes  at  North- 
ampton. The  goods  in  question  had  been  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  an 
execution  against  one  John  Watson.  The  goods  had  originally  belonged 
to  John  Watson,  and  had  been  assigned  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  under  the 
circumstances  hereinafter  mentioned: — 

In  the  year  1846,  John  Watson  having  appropriated  to  his  own  use  a 
sum  of  600/.,  with  which  he  had  been  entrusted  by  two  persons  of  the 
names  of  Ann  Sabin  and  R.  H.  Lamb,  to  invest  on  mortgage,  and 
proceedings  being  threatened  against  him,  his  brother,  the  plaintiff, 
*8S71  *^S^^^^  ^  enter  into  a  bond  to  indemnify  Mrs.  Sabin  and  Mr. 
-*  Lamb  from  loss.  John  Watson  thereupon  executed  a  bond  to 
the  plaintiff,  bearing  date  the  21st  of  February,  1846,  in  the  penal  sum 
of  1200Z.,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  600/.,  with  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  per  annumy  on  the  21st  of  August  then  next.  This  bond  was 
stamped  with  a  51.  stamp. 

John  Watson,  also,  on  the  26th  of  February,  1846,  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  all  his  household  furniture  and  effects,  by  a  deed,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy : — 

"  This  indenture,  made,  &c.,  between  John  Watson,  of,  &c.,  of  the  one 
part,  and  Henry  Watson,  of,  &c.,  of  the  other  part:  Whereas,  the  said 
Henry  Watson  having  become  surety  on  behalf  of  the  said  John  Watson, 
for  the  payment  of  the  principal  sum  of  600/.,  now  due  and  owing  from 
him  the  said  John  Watson,  to  Ann  Sabin,  of,  &c.,  and  R.  H.  Lamb,  of, 
&c.,  in  consideration  of  their  forbearing  proceedings  against  the  said 
John  Watson,  for  recovery  thereof,  he  the  said  John  Watson,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  to  the  said  Henry  Watson  the  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  6002.,  in  case  he  should  be  required,  as  such  surety  as  aforesaid, 
to  pay  the  same  to  the  said  Ann  Sabin  and  R.  H.  Lamb,  hath,  by  his 
bond  or  obligation  in  writing,  bearing  date  the  21st  of  February,  instant, 
become  held  and  firmly  bound  unto  the  said  Henry  Watson,  his  executors, 
&c.,  in  the  penal  sum  of  1200/.,  conditioned  for  the  payment  unto  the 
said  Henry  Watson,  his  executors,  Ac,  of  the  sum  of  600/.  on  the  21st 
of  August  next:  And  whereas,  for  the  better  securing  of  the  said 
Henry  Watson  the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  600/.,  in  case  he  should 
be  required,  as  such  surety  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  the  same  to  the  said 
Ann  Sabin  and  R.  H.  Lamb,  he  the  said  John  Watson  had  agreed  to 
grant,  bargain,  and  sell  the  several  household  goods,  furniture,  and 
other  effects  hei^inafler  mentioned,  in  the  manner  hereinafter  expressed: 
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Ifoy^j  HUb  indentiire  witnesseth,  tbat,  in  pursuance  of  tlie  said  r-^r^r^ 
agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  Henry  Watson  '- 
having  become  sndi  surety  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  John  Watson,  lie 
ihe  said  John  Watson  doth  grant,  bargain,  s^,  and  confirm  unto  th« 
said  Henry  Watson,  his  ereentors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  and 
singular  the  goods,  household  goods,  and  inmitore,  fcc.,  whatsoever,  in 
and  about  his  the  said  John  Watson's  dwelling-house  and  residence  in, 
frc.,  aforesaid,  and  all  other  his  effects,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever, 
of  or  belonging  to  him  the  said  John  Watson,  to  have  and  to  hold  all 
and  singular  his  said  goods,  ftc,  and  other  effects,  and  every  of  them, 
hereby  bargained  and  sold,  or  mentioned  or  intended  so  to  be,  unto,  and 
to  the  proper  use  and  behoof  of,  the  said  Henry  Watson,  his  executors, 
fcc,  for  ever:  and  the  said  John  Watson,  for  himself,  his  executors,  &o., 
all  and  singular  the  said  household  goods,  &c.,  and  other  effects  hereby  bar- 
gained and  sold  as  aforesaid,  unto  the  said  Henry  Watson,  his  executors, 
ftc,  against  him  the  said  John  Watson,  his  executors  and  administrators, 
and  every  person  and  persons  whomsoever,  will  warrant  and  for  ever  de- 
fend by  these  presents :  provided  always,  that,  if  the  said  JohnW  atson,  his 
heirs,  &c.,  shall  pay  unto  the  said  Ann  Sabin  and  R.  H.  Lamb,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  her  or  his  executors,  &;o.,  the  full  sum  of  600/., 
together  with  interest  for  the  same  in  the  mean  time,  after  the  rate  of 
52.  per  centum  per  annwrij  on  the  26th  of  August  next,  without  any 
deduction  or  abatement  whatsoever,  then  these  presents,  and  every 
clause,  article,  condition,  and  thing  herein  contained,  shall  cease,  deter* 
mine,  and  be  utterly  void :  and  the  said  John  Watson  doth  hereby,  for 
himself,  his  executors,  &;c.,  covenant  with  the  said  Henry  Watson,  hii 
executors,  &c.,  that  he  the  said  John  Watson,  his  executors,  fcc.,  shall 
and  will  pay  to  the  said  Ann  Sabin  and  R.  H.  *Lamb,  their  ^^r^w\ 
executors,  &c.,  the  said  sum  of  600/.,  and  interest  for  the  same,  ^ 
after  the  rate  aforesaid,  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  in  the  above-men- 
tioned proviso  expressed,  and  save  harmless  and  keep  indemnified  the  said 
Henry  Watson,  his  executors,  &c.,  from  the  payment  thereof  and  every  part 
thereof:  and,  in  case  default  shall  happen  to  be  made  in  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  600/.  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  manner  in  the  said 
above-mentioned  proviso  expressed,  and  according  to  the  true  intent  airf 
meaning  of  these  presents,  then  the  said  Henry  Watson  shall  and  may 
peaceably  and  quietly  have,  receive,  and  enjoy,  to  his  and  their  own 
proper  and  absolute  use  and  behoof  for  ever,  the  said  hereby  bargained 
goods  and  premises,  and  every  part  thereof,  without  any  lawful  let,  suit, 
trouble,  molestation,  or  denial  of  the  said  John  Watson,  his  executors, 
Ac,  or  any  person  or  persons  claiming  under  him :  and  the  said  John 
Watson  doth  hereby  covenant  with  the  said  Henry  Watson,  that  he  the 
said  John  Watson  shall  and  will,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times 
hereafter,  whilst  the  said  sum  of  600/.  and  interest,  or  any  part  thereof 
respectively,  shall  remain  due  and  owing  to  the  said  Ann  Sabin  and  B. 
VOL.  v.— 66  2x2 
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H.  Lamb  as  aforesaid,  at  his  own  costs  and  charges,  well  and  snffieienilj 
insure  and  keep  insured  the  said  hereby  bargained  goods  and  premises, 
from  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  in  the  fidl  sum  of  600L  at  the  least,  in 
some  reputable  public  office  or  offices  for  insurance  against  fire  in  Lond<»i 
or  Westminster,  and,  in  case  the  said  hereby  bargained  goods  and 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  happen  to  be  destroyed  or  damaged 
by  fire  whilst  the  said  principal  sum  of  600Z.  and  interest,  or  any  part 
thereof  respectiyely,  shall  remain  due  and  owing  to  the  said  Ann  Sabin 
and  B.  H.  Lamb  as  aforesaid,  then  and  in  such  case  all  moneys  which 
•f^doi  ^^^^^  ^^  recoverable  by  virtue  of  such  insurance  '*'shall  be  forth- 
->  with  laid  out,  under  the  direction  and  with  the  approbation  of  the 
said  Henry  Watson,  in  re-purchasing  such  other  goods,  furniture,  and 
effects,  in  the  place  and  stead  of  such  of  the  said  hereby  bargained 
goods  and  premises  which  shall  be  so  destroyed  or  damaged  by  fire  as 
aforesaid,  or  in  repairing  the  same :  provided  also,  and  it  is  hereby 
agreed  and  declared  between  and  by  the  said  John  Watson  and  Henry 
Watson,  that,  if  default  shall  be  made  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  of 
6007.  and  interest,  as  aforesaid,  at  the  time  hereinbefore  appointed  for 
payment  thereof,  then  and  in  such  case,  and  at  any  time  or  times  there- 
after, it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Henry  Watson,  his  executors,  &c., 
to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of  all  and  singular  the  said  hereby 
bargained  goods  and  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  either  by  private 
sale  or  public  auction,  for  such  price  or  prices  as  the  said  Henry  Watson 
shall  think  proper  or  expedient,  and  shall  and  may,  by  and  out  of  the 
moneys  to  arise  therefrom,  retain  to  and  reimburse  himself  and  them- 
selves all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  he  or  they  shall  incur  or 
be  put  into  in  or  about  such  sale  or  sales,  and,  in  the  next  place,  pay 
unto  them  the  said  Ann  Sabin  and  B.  H.  Lamb  the  said  principal  sum 
of  6007.,  and  interest,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  for  the  time  being  be 
then  due  and  owing,  and  shall  pay  over  the  ultimate  surplus,  if  any,  of 
the  money  to  arise  by  such  sale  or  sales  as  aforesaid,  unto  the  said  John 
Watson,  his  executors,  &;c.,  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit.  In 
witness,"  &c. 

This  indenture,  which  was  stamped  with  a  1/.  15«.  stamp  only,  being 
offered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  objected,  for  the 
defendant,  that,  inasmuch  as  it  operated  as  a  security  for  an  uncertain 
and  unlimited  sum,  it  should  have  had  a  25/.  stamp.  It  was  further 
<^JU1 1  ^^J^^^^»  ^^^^9  ^  ^^^  goods  had  always  remained  *in  the  posses- 
J  sion  of  the  assignor,  John  Watson,  the  action  should  have  been 
trover,  and  not  trespass. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
value  of  the  goods,  reserving  to  the  defendant  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  nonsuit,  if  the  court  should  think  either  of  the  above  objections  well 
founded. 

WAitehurst  now  moved  accordingly.    The  indenture  of  the  26th  of 
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Febraary,  1846,  besides  operating  as  an  indemnity  to  the  plaintiff  f<xr 
any  loss  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of  his  haying  become  surety 
to  Mrs.  Sabin  and  Lamb,  gave  the  latter  a  right  in  equity  to  insist  upon 
ihe  money  being  handed  over  to  them :  in  effect,  it  operates  as  a  further 
assurance  to  them.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  Mrs.  Sabin  and  Lamb  are  no 
parties  to  that  deed :  they  have  no  equity  upon  it :  Q-arrard  v.  Xiord 
Jjauderdale^  2  Russ.  &  Mylne,  451.]  The  general  stamp  act,  55  G.  8, 
e.  184,  sched.  part  I.  tit.  Mortgage^  imposes  certain  ad  valorem  duties 
upon  mortgages,  *^  where  the  same  respectively  shall  be  made  as  a 
security  for  the  payment  of  any  definite  and  certain  sum  of  money 
advanced  or  lent  at  the  time,  or  previously  due  and  owing,  or  forborne 
to  be  paid,  being  payable :"  it  then  proceeds — ^'  and,  where  the  same 
respectively  shall  be  made  as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  money  to 
be  thereafter  lent,  advanced,  or  paid,  or  which  may  become  due  upon  an 
account  current,  together  with  any  sum  already  advanced  or  due,  or 
without,  as  the  case  may  be, — other  than  and  except  any  sum  or  sums 
of  money  to  be  advanced  for  the  insurance  of  any  property  comprised  in 
such  mortgage  or  security  against  damage  by  fire,  or  to  be  advanced  for 
the  insurance  of  any  life  or  lives,  pursuant  to  any  agreement  in  any 
deed  whereby  any  annuity  shall  be  granted  or  secured  for  such  life  or 
Kves, — ^if  the  total  amount  of  the  money  secured,  or  •to  be  r*Q42 
ultimately  recoverable  thereupon,  shall  be  uncertain  and  without 
any  limits  25L*'  It  further  proceeds :  "  But,  if  the  total  amount  of 
money  secured,  or  to  be  ultimately  recoverable  thereupon,  shall  be 
limited  not  to  exceed  a  given  sum, — the  same  duty  as  on  a  mortgage  or 
wadset  for  such  limited  sum."  Here,  the  deed  is  given  to  secure  a  sum 
that  is  uncertain  and  without  any  limit.  [Wilbb,  G.  J.  It  is  only  the 
interest  that  is  uncertain.  The  principal  sum  is  not.]  In  estimating 
the  stamp-duty,  the  interest  is  taken  into  the  account,  where  the  instru- 
ment is  in  the  nature  of  a  guarantee.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  In  annuity  cases, 
the  principal  sum  alone  governs  the  stamp.  The  deed  of  assignment 
here  is  merely  ancillary  to  the  bond.  All  that  could  ever  become  due 
would  be  the  amount  of  principal  and  interest  remaining  unsatisfied  on 
the  bond.]  In  HaUe  v.  PeierB^  2  B.  &  Ad.  807,  it  was  held  that  the 
limit  must  be  one  expressed  on  the  face  of  the  deed ;  and  therefore  that 
a  mortgage  for  1500^,  with  covenants  for  payment  of  the  yearly  premium 
and  other  costs  and  charges  of  an  insurance  of  lOOOZ.  upon  a  particular 
life,  for  seven  years,  required  a  252.  stamp.  Parke,  J.,  there  says: 
'^  As  no  limit  can  be  assigned  to  the  sum  secured  in  this  case,  without 
looking  further  than  the  deed  itself,  the  security  must  be  considered  as 
falling  within  the  clause  which  imposes  the  larger  duty,  "(a)  Here,  the 
deed  is  a  security  for  whatever  the  plaintiff  may  be  called  upon  to  pay 

(a)  In  Doe  d.  ScnUon  ▼.  SnaUk,  1  M .  &  Scott,  290,  it  was  held  that  a  mortgage  deed  given 
to  secure  3000Z.,  and  interest,  together  with  all  expenses  incnrred  in  the  execution  of  the 
pow«rt  of  sale,  Slc,,  containod  in  the  deed,  mmd  tnlerstl  IA«r«o»,  did  not  require  n  252.  ttunp. 
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W  Mn«  Sabin  and  to  Lamb :  it  may  be  naihing,  or  it  may  be  lOOOi.,  or 
more.  In  JDieksan  y.  Ca8$j{a)  a  bond  was  given  for  2000/.,  the  condition 
*84S1  ^^  ^l^ch,  after  reoiting  "^tbat  A.  and  B.  had  opened  an  account 
-'  with  D.,  E.,  F.,  and  G.,  as  bankers,  and  that  the  bankers  had 
agreed  to  discount  bills,  and  pay  in  advance  for  A.  and  B.  any  snm  of 
money  not  exceeding  10002.  in  the  whole,  was,  that  A.,  B.,  and  C. 
should  satisfy  and  pay  the  bankers  all  such  sums  as  they  should  advance 
on  account  of  the  accepting  or  paying  any  bills,  &c.,  together  with  such 
lawful  charges  and  allowances  for  advancing  and  paying  such  bills  as 
are  usually  charged  by  bankers  in  such  cases,  and  interest :  and  it  waa 
held,  that  this,  being  a  bond  to  secure  not  only  1000/.,  but  a  further 
sum  for  the  bankers'  charges  for  eomraission,  &c.,  the  stamp  of  5L 
required  by  the  schedule,  part  I.  tit.  B&ndj  *^  given  to  secure  a  sum 
esiceeding  500/.,  but  not  exceeding  1000/."  was  not  sufficient.  Littlr* 
DALE,  J.,  there  said:  ^'The  charges  incident  to  the  sums  advanced, 
earry  the  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  surely  to  an  indefinite  amount." 
And  Parke,  J.,  added:  ^^I  yield  with  great  reluctance  to  the  objection 
faken  to  the  stamp,  but  I  think  it  well  founded,  because  the  charges 
(exclusive  of  interest)  would  be  a  sum  exceeding  the  1000/. :  the  stamp, 
therefore,  is  not  sufficient."  [Wildi,  G.  J.  The  sole  object  of  the 
deed>  is,  the  indemnity  of  Henry  Watson,  the  jdaintiff,  in  respect  of  his 
liability  to  pay  the  principal  and  interest  in  the  recited  bond.]  Kiat 
ia  so;  but  the  amount  of  his  liability  is  contingent  and  uncertain. 
[WziiDB,  C  J.  Suppose  the  power  <^  sale  contained  in  this  deed  wees 
exercised,  what  is  the  amount  that  the  pkntiff  would  be  entitled  to  apply 
in  discharge  of  his  liability  to  Mrs.  Sabin  and  Lamb  ?  600/.  and  interest, 
provided  he  is  called  upon  to  pay  so  muoL  I  can  see  no  event  in  which 
he  could  possibly  be  called  upon  to  pay  more  than  600/.  and  interest.] 

The  form  of  action  was  misconceived.    The  goods  had  never  been  iB 

the  plaintiff's  possession.     The  action,  therefore,  should  have  been 

^8441  ^^^^^^9  ^^^  ^^  "^trespass.    [Cres&wsll,  J.     The  goods  were 

the  plaintiff's  goods,  and  the  defend«it  seized  them.    Trespass 

was  the  proper  form  of  action.     The  possession  follows  the  property.] 

Per  curiam. — The  deed  in  question  was  properly  stamped,  and  tre»- 
|iass  was  the  pjoper  form  of  action.     There  will,  therefore,  be  no  rule. 

Boile  refused. 

(0)16.  &  Ad.  3431  and  see  ITfjJMnt  t.  fnvfuuM,  10  J.  B.  Mowe^  362. 


FIELD  V.  SAWYER.    May  6. 

The  court,  after  notice  of  trial  given  and  countermanded,  allowed  the  defendant,— the  trial  oiC 
being  delayed  thereby, — to  add,  upon  terms,  a  plea  that  the  plaintifl*  waa  not  a  aworn  broker 
«f  the  city  of  London,  in  an  action  for  work  and  labour,  and  money  paid,  by  tbe  pliintiff,  ai 
a  broker,  upon  the  purchase  and  aale  of  railway  shares. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit.    The  declaration,  which  was  deli- 
TMod  on  the  8th  of  January,  oontaiaed  the  common  indebitatus  oouUi 


5  M ANNIHO,  GRANfifiBi  &  SoOTT.  844 

for  iDoaoy  knt,  money  paid,  work  and  labour,  and  moaey  due  ^pon  an 
aecoant  stated.  The  particulars  of  demand  claimed  various  sums, 
as  having  been  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  as  a  broker,  for  the  defendant,  upon 
purchases  and  sales  of  railway  shares. 

The  defendant,  on  the  29th  ot  January,  pleaded, — ^first,  noo 
^umpsit, — secondly,  a  set-oS^ — ^thirdly,  that  the  transactions  were 
illegal  under  the  stodc-jobbing  act,  7  G-  2,  c.  8. 

On  the  4th  of  February,  the  plaintiff  replied,  joining  issue  upon  the 
first  plea,  and  traversing  the  6etf<iff  alleged  in  the  second  plea;  and  he 
demurred  to  the  last  plea. 

The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer  on  the  9th ;  and,  on  the  7th  of 
April,  the  issue  was  delivered,  with  a  notice  of  trial  for  the  second  sitting 
in  this  term  (May  5th),  and  the  demurrer  was  set  down  for  argument. 

*The  defendant  afterwards  took  out  a  summons,  at  chambers,  r*Q45 
to  amend  his  third  plea,  and  to  add  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  a  broker  duly  licensed  under  the  9  Anne,  o.  16.  This  summons  was 
heard  before  Coltmajk,  J.,  on  the  20th,  when  the  learned  judge  allowed 
the  amendment  of  the  third  plea,  but  declined  to  allow  the  defendant  to 
add  a  plea.  The  plaintiff  countermanded  the  notice  of  trial.  On  the 
28  th  of  April, 

Snow  for  the  defendant,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  add  a  plea  in  the 
terms  proposed  by  the  snnnnons.  The  affidavit  upon  which  he  moved, 
stated  the  above  facts,  but  did  not  state  when  the  defendant  first  became 
aware  of  the  fact  diat  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  sworn  broker.  He  referred 
to  fftd>er  V.  Suiner,  4  M.  &  Scott,  828,  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  781,  where,  in  an 
action  upon  a  foreign  promissery  note,  the  court,  after  issue  joined, 
allowed  a  defendant  to  put  in  a  plea,  showing  that,  by  the  foreign  law, 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  was  tolled  by  lapse  of  time ;  and  to  Smith 
V.  Dixarif  4  Dowl.  P.  C.  571,  where  the  court  of  King's  Bench  allowed 
a  plea  of,  "no  contract  in  writing,"  to  be  added,  it  being  doubtful 
whether  the  defence  could  be  sostained  under  non  assumpsit.  [Goltman, 
J.  An  ap]dication  of  this  sort  is  not  by  any  means  to  be  entertained 
as  a  matter  of  comrse.  The  defendant  knew,  as  soon  as  the  declaration 
and  particulars  <^  demand  were  delivered,  that  the  plaintiff  was  suing  in 
respect  of  work  done  by  him  as  a  broker :  and  he  was  bound  to  know 
that  a  man  cannot  lawfully  act  as  a  broker  in  the  city  of  London  without 
first  being  sworn  and  entering  into  a  bond,  which  bond  is  deposited  in 
the  office  of  the  chamberlain :  and  it  is  not  until  the  eve  of  the  trial,  that 
the  defendant  bethinks  him  of  looking  for  the  bond.  When  the  parties 
were  before  me  at  chambers,  I  thought  this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the 
^defendant  should  have  leave  to  add  a  plea  in  such  a  stage  of  the  rmoAa 
cause.J  The  defendant  was  certainly  bound  to  know  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  have  been  sworn ;  but  he  was  not  bound  to  assume  that 
the  statute  had  not  been  complied  with. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted^ 
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Huffh  SSI  now  showed  eanse.  The  question  is  whether  the  plea  pro- 
posed to  be  added,  is  a  plea  to  the  merits,  or  whether  the  defendant  has 
not,  by  his  laches,  precluded  himself  from  asking  the  indulgence  of  the 
court.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  rule  was  obtained  does  net  state 
when  the  defendant  first  became  aware  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  duly 
sworn  broker.  Besides,  a  judge  at  chambers  having  exercised  a  discre- 
tion upon  the  matter,  and  this  not  being  an  appeal  from  his  decision,  the 
court  wiU  not  interfere.(a) 

Snow  J  in  support  of  his  rule.  It  sufficiently  appears  from  the  affidavit 
upon  which  the  motion  was  founded,  that  the  plaintiff's  failure  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  was  not  discovered  by  the  defendant 
until  after  he  had  pleaded.  The  application,  therefore,  is  made  in  time. 
And  the  cases  referred  to  on  moving  for  the  rule,  show  that  this  is  a 
proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  the  court's  discretion. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  defendant  by  this  rule  seeks  to  put  upon  the 
record  a  plea  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  plead,  as  a  matter 
of  course,  if  he  had  asked  leave  originally.  Having  let  slip  that  oppor- 
tunity, he  now  comes  to  ask  it  as  a  matter  of  indulgence,  under  circum- 
•^i*n  ^^^^^^  which  in  my  opinion  entitle  him  to  it  '^according  to  the 
-I  practice  of  the  court.  I  cannot  perceive  that  there  is  anything 
unjust  in  the  proposed  defence.  The  plea  is  founded  upon  an  act  of 
parliament  passed  for  the  security  of  the  public,  imposing  regulations 
in  respect  of  matters  that  require  to  be  guarded  with  more  than  ordinary 
watchfulness.  If  then,  there  be  nothing  unjust  or  inequitable  in  the 
nature  of  the  defence  proposed  to  be  added,  is  there  anything  in  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  defendant  presents  himself  to  the  court, 
to  disentitle  him  to  the  indulgence  he  asks?  It  is  true  he  comes  at  a 
late  stage  of  the  cause :  but  the  term  Ittte  is  relative ;  and,  the  plaintiff 
having  (no  doubt,  properly)  countermanded  his  notice  of  trial,  he  will 
be  able,  this  plea  being  added,  to  go  to  trial  quite  as  soon  as  he  could 
have  done  if  the  application  had  not  been  made.  It  seems  to  me,  th^e- 
fore,  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute,  upon  payment  by  the 
defendant  of  the  costs  of  the  amendment  of  the  third  plea,  and  of  this 
application,  pleading  within  a  week,  and  taking  such  notice  of  trial  for 
the  sittings  after  term  as  the  plaintiff  can  give. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring.  Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

(a)  See  The  King  ▼.  The  Arehbuhap  of  York,  1  Ad.  &  E.  394 ;  Skerif  t.  Lady  Creslef,  4 
Ad.  &  E.  339 ;  cited  ante  p.  414. 
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To  entille  a  defendant  to  a  Buggentmn  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  connty  court 
act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  a.  129,  all  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  a.  12S,  mnat  be  negatived. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  two  bills  of  exchange,  the  one 
for  14/.,  the  other  for  UL    The  defendant  suffered  judgment  by  default 
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M  to  the  last-mentioned  bill,  and,  as  to  the  former,  pleaded, — firsts  a 
denial  of  the  defendant's  indorsement, — secondly,  a  denial  of  present- 
ment, — ^thirdly,  a  denial  of  notice  of  dishonour, — fourthly,  that  the  bill 
was  indorsed  by  the  defendant  in  blank,  and  delivered  to  one  Smith,  and 
paid  by  the  defendant,  and  that  Smith  afterwards,  without  the  defend- 
ant's consent,  delivered  the  bill  to  the  plaintiff,  with  the  defendant's 
indorsement  thereon,  the  bill  being  then  overdue.  Issue  having  been 
joined  on  these  pleas,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  trial  for  the  last  assizer 
at  Kingston,  with  a  notice  to  assess  the  damages  upon  the  judgment  by 
default. 

At  the  trial,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issue 
joined  on  the  fourth  plea,  but  there  was  no  assessment  of  damages  on 
the  judgment  by  default.  There  was  no  certificate  that  the  action  was 
fit  to  be  brought  in  the  superior  court.  The  plaintiff  having  received 
the  posteaj  and  given  notice  of  taxation, 

Talfourdj  Serjt.,  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he 
ahould  not  bring  in  the  poHea^  in  order  that  a  suggestion  might  bo 
entered  on  the  record,  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  129th 
section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the  motion 
was  founded,  stated,  ^'  that  the  action  was  commenced  on  the  24th  of 
January  *last ;  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  then  dwelling  r^co^o 
within  twenty  miles  of  each  other,  to  wit,  within  five  miles, — the 
residence  of  the  plaintiff,  as  described  by  his  attorney  in  a  notice  served 
in  this  action,  being.  No.  16  Camden  Cottages,  Camden  Town,  in  the 
oounty  of  Middlesex,  and  that  of  the  defendant  being  No.  14  Bridge 
street,  Lambeth,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  where  the  defendant  was 
described  in  the  writ  of  summons,  as  residing ;  and  that  the  cause  or 
causes  of  action,  real  and  supposed,  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  holden  under  the  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  95,  within  which  the  defendant 
waa  dwelling." 

lAA$h  now  showed  cause.  The  128th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c. 
95,  enacts  ^^  that  all  actions  and  proceedings  which,  before  the  passing 
of  that  act,  might  have  been  brought  in  any  of  her  majesty's  superior 
courts  of  record,  where  the  plaintiff  dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from 
the  defendant,  or  where  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  wholly  or  in 
some  material  point  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  within  which  the 
defendant  dwells  or  carries  on  his  business  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  or  where  any  officer  of  the  eounty  court  ehcUl  he  a  party ^  except 
in  respect  to  any  claim  to  any  goods  and  chattels  taken  in  execution  of 
the  process  of  the  court,  or  the  proceeds  or  value  thereof,  may  be 
brought  and  determined  in  any  such  superior  court,  at  the  election  of 
the  party  suing  or  proceeding,  as  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed."  And 
the  129th  section  enacts,  ^^  that  if  any  action  shall  be  commenced,  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  in  any  of  her  majesty's  superior  courts  of  record. 
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far  any  eau»e^  other  than  those  lastly  hereinbefore  specified^  for  vbioh  t 
plaint  might  have  been  entered  in  anj  court  holden  under  this  act,  and 
a  verdict  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  less  sum  than  20/.,  if 
*8501  ^^^  ^^^^  action  is  founded  on  contract,  or  less  than  5/.,  if  it  *be 
^  founded  on  tort,  the  said  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment  to  recover 
such  sum  only,  and  no  costs ;  and,  if  a  verdict  shall  not  be  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  the  defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  his  costs  as  between  attomej 
and  client,  unless,  in  either  case,  the  judge  vrho  shall  try  the  cause,  shall 
certify  on  the  back  of  the  record  that  the  action  was  fit  to  be  brought 
in  such  superior  court."  To  entitle  the  defendant  to  avail  himself  of 
the  129th  section,  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  negative  all  the  excep- 
tions in  the  128th  section.  This,  the  affidavit  in  the  present  case  has 
not  sufficiently  done.  For  anything  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  one 
or  both  of  the  parties  may  be  officially  connected  with  the  county  court 
Talfourd^  Serjt,  in  support  of  his  rule.  The  case  appearing  to  be 
within  the  clause  giving  jurisdiction,(a)  it  lies  upon  the  other  side  to 
show  that  it  falls  within  some  exception.  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  128th 
section  gives  the  plaintiff  the  option  of  proceeding  in  the  superior  court, 
where  the  plaintiff  dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant,  or 
where  the  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  wholly  or  in  some  material  point 
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within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  within  which  the  *defendant 


dwells  or  carries  on  his  business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought, 
or  where  any  officer  of  the  county  court  shall  be  a  party.  You  must,  to 
entitle  you  to  a  suggestion,  show  that  the  plaintiff  has  improperly  brought 
his  action  in  the  superior  court.]  That  which  is  matter  of  proviso  or 
exception  should  come  from  the  other  side.  We  could  not  very  well 
negative  the  plaintiff's  being  an  officer  of  the  county  court.  That  is  a 
fact  that  lies  within  his  knowledge  only.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  Your  affidavit 
does  not  even  negative  the  defendant's  being  an  officer  of  the  county 
» court;  and  that  he  must  know.]  The  affidavit  at  least  shows  ^primd 
facie  case. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  affidavit  upon  which  this  rule  was  obtained,  does 
•,not  show  affirmatively,  as  it  ought  to  do,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a 
person  entitled  to  sue  for  this  demand  in  the  superior  court.  It  is  no 
part  of  our  duty  to  neutralise  the  jurisdiction  which  the  legislature  has 
thought  fit  to  give  to  these  inferior  courts ;  but  we  are  bound  to  see  that 
parties  who  seek  to  avail  themselves  of  the  129th  section,  make  out  a 

(a)  Section  56,  which  enacts,  "  that  all  pleas  of  personal  actions,  where  the  debt  or  damafB 
rclaimed,  is  not  more  than  202.,  whether  on  balance  of  account  or  otherwise,  may  be  holden  in 
dhe  county  court,  without  writ ;  and  all  such  actions  brought  in  the  said  court,  shall  be  heard 
:and  determined  in  a  summary  way,  in  a  court  constituted  under  this  act,  and  according  to  tbe 
j>rovisions  of  this  act :  provided  always  that  the  court  shall  not  have  cognisance  of  any  action 
i>f  ejectment,  or  in  which  the  title  to  any  corporeal  or  incorporeal  hereditaments,  or  to  any  toll, 
ifair,  market,  or  franchise,  shall  be  in  question,  or  in  which  the  validity  of  any  devise,  bequest, 
or  limitation  under  any  will  or  settlement,  may  be  disputed,  or  for  any  malicious  prosecution, 
or  for  any  libel  or  slander,  or  for  criminal  conversation,  or  for  «eduction»  or  breach  of  pronme 
lof  marriage." 
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<3etir  sffirmative  case*  It  is  not  enoagh  to  allege  merely  that  the  canse 
of  action  arose,  and  that  the  parties  are  resident  within  the  jurisdiction 
4of  the  county  conrt :  the  affidavit  must  go  on  and  exclude  all  the  excep- 
tions in  the  128th  section ;  and  the  suggestion  must  do  the  same,  other- 
wise it  would  be  error  on  the  record. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  To  entitle  a  defendant  to  avail  himself  of  the  129tli 
section  of  the  act,  he  is  bound  to  negative  all  the  exceptions  contained  in 
the  128th  section. 

Cresswbll,  J.  The  defendant  clearly  must  show  the  special  circum- 
stances that  are  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of  the  statute  of 
CHoucester. 

♦V.  Williams,  J.    The  defendant  has  not  shown  enough  to  i-^o^^ 
entitle  him  to  call  upon  us  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs :  he  L 
ought  to  have  negatived  all  the  exceptions  in  s.  128. 

Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 
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Wh6re,  in  pursuance  of  a  peremptory  undertaking,  th^  record  is  carried  in',  and  the  cause  is 
entered  fiir  trial,  but  i^  madtf  a  remanet,  tb^  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  discharge  a  rale  abeolattf 
.  ht  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  and  to  enlarge  the  peramplory  tmdeitalung. 

On  the  19th  of  NoTember  last,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for 
judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  which  was  on  the  24th  discharged, 
upon  the  plaintiff  *s  peremptorily  undertaking  ^*to  proceed  to  the  trial 
of  this  cause"  at  the  adjourned  sitting  in  London  after  that  term.  The 
record  was  duly  carried  in,  and  the  cause  entered  for  trial,  on  the  2d  of 
December, — which  was. five  days  before  the  last  day  for  entering  causes 
for  trial ;  but,  in  consequence  of  the  pressure  of  busmess,  no  new  causes 
(except  undefended  causes)  were  tried  at  that  sitting,  it  was  necessarily 
made  a  remanet. 

On  the  seventh  day  of  Hilary  term  last,  the  defendant  obtuned  a  rule 
absolute  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit;  and,  on  the  ninth  day, 

BramweUy  for  the  plaintiff,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge  the 
last-mentioned  rule,  and  to  enlarge  the  peremptory  undertaking ;  against 
which, 

Chamoeky  in  the  same  term,  showed  cause.  The  defendant  was  per* 
fectly  regular  in  moving  for  a  rule  absolute  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit, — ^the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  bring  on  the  cause  to  be  tried,  in 
pursuance  of  his  undertaking,  and  having  omitted  to  apply  to  r«Qgg 
the  court  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  present  term  to  enlarge  ^ 
the  undertaking.  By  entering  into  that  undertaking,  the  plaintiff  binds 
himself  to  try  the  cause  absolutely  and  at  all  events :  Ward  v.  Turner^ 
5  DowL  P.  C.  22.  GoLBBinoB,  J.,  in  that  case,  says :  ^^  Here,  the  plain- 
tiff had  faOed  to  take  the  cause  down  for  trial,  and  been  in  default,  and 
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the  defendant  consequently  had  a  right  to  his  remedy  under  the  8tatute(a)9 
and  had  a  rule  nisi  accordingly.  That  rule  was  discharged,  not  becauae 
it  was  improperly  obtained,  but  on  condition  of  the  plaintiff's  under- 
taking  to  try  the  action  at  the  next  assizes.  Then  comes  the  question, 
whether  there  was  any  default  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  noct 
assieee.  In  one  sense  there  was  none,  as  there  was  no  moral  fault,  and 
no  neglect  on  his  part ;  but,  in  the  sense  of  a  condition,  it  was  a  per- 
emptory undertaking  to  be  responsible,  though  he  had  no  control  oyer 
the  circumstances  which  prevented  the  trial.  The  plaintiff  should  haye 
applied  in  Michaelmas  term,  to  enlarge  his  peremptory  undertaking; 
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•and,  if  that  had  been  done,  no  doubt  the  court  would  haTO 


looked  into  all  the  facts  of  the  case."  So,  in  Petrie  y.  OuUeny 
7  M.  &  G.  1020,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  705,  2  D.  &  L.  604,  it  was  held  by  Colt- 
MAN  and  Maule,  JJ.,  {dubitante  Tindal,  C.  J.),  thet  a  peremptory 
undertaking  to  try  at  a  particular  sitting,  is  an  absolute  condition,  the 
breach  of  which  admits  of  no  excuse.  There,  the  plaintiffs  gaye  a  per- 
emptory undertaking  to  try  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  but,  in 
^  consequence  of  their  neglecting  to  enter  the  cause  until  the  eyening  of 
the  last  day  allowed  for  that  purpose,  the  cause  was  made  a  remanet. 
On  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  term,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule 
absolute  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit ;  and  the  court  refused  to 
set  it  aside.  ^*  I  haye  always  understood,"  says  Maitlb,  J.,  '^  notwith- 
standing the  words  ^  shall  neglect,'  which  occur  in  the  statute,  that  the 
meaning  of  a  peremptory  undertaking  is,  that  the  party  undertakes,  at 
all  events,  that  the  trial  shall  take  place, — ^not  that  he  shall  do  his  best 
to  bring  the  cause  to  trial.  That  this  is  so,  is  clear  from  two  circum- 
stances,— ^first,  that,  in  case  of  default,  the  rule  is  absolute  in  the 
first  instance;  for,  if  the  undertaking  were,  as  is  suggested,  a  mere 
undertaking  to  use  reasonable  diligence  to  obtain  a  trial,  whether  it  had 
been  performed  or  not,  would  depend  in  each  case  upon  the  particular 
facts,  and  then  the  rule  would  be  a  rule  nisi  only.  The  other  reason  is 
this,  that  sometimes  a  party  willing  to  give  a  peremptory  undertaking, 
says  he  cannot  undertake  to  try  at  the  next  sittings  or  assizes,  by  reason 
of  circumstances  which  justify  a  longer  postponement:  that  assumes 
that  the  plaintiff  might  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  condition,  without 

(a)  14  Geo.  2,  c.  17, 8.  1.  The  statute,  reciting  that  "  many  great  inconveniencee  have  ariaen 
to  the  Bubjectfl  of  this  kingdom  by  means  of  delaying  the  trials  of  causes  between  party  and 
party  after  issue  joined,"  enacts,  "  that,  where  any  issue  is  or  shall  be  joined  in  any  action  or 
suit  at  law  in  any  of  His  Majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Weatminster,  d&c.,  and  the  plaintiflT  or 
plaintiffii  in  any  such  action  or  suit  hath  or  have  neglected,  or  shall  neglect,  to  bring  eudk  iaeue 
on  to  he  tried  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  $aid  courts  respectively,  it  ahall  and  vany 
he  lawful  for  the  judge  or  judges  of  the  said  courts  respectively,  at  any  time  after  such  neglect, 
upon  motion  made  in  open  court  (due  notice  having  been  given  thereof,)  to  give  the  like  jodg- 
nent  for  the  defendant  or  defendants  in  every  such  action  or  suit,  as  in  cases  of  nonsuit, 
unless  the  said  judge  or  judges  shall,  upon  just  cause  and  reasonable  terms,  allow  any  further 
time  or  times  for  the  trial  of  such  issue  ;  and,  if  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs  shall  neglect  to  try 
meh  issue  ¥rithin  the  time  or  times  so  albwed,  then,  and  in  every  such  casei  the  said  jodgt  or 
judges  shall  proceed  to  give  such  judgment  as  aforesaid." 
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my  aotaal  defi^tilt.  In  traih,  the  undertaking  to  try  witbin  a  particidaf 
time  is  like  a  warranty  to  sail  on  or  before  a  given  day,  for  a  breach  of 
which  adyerse  winds  form  no  ^ezcose."  Reliance  will  probably  r«ore 
be  placed,  on  the  other  side,  upon  the  case  of  Lwndey  v.  Duhourgj  ^ 
14  M.  &  W.  295,  8  D.  &  L.  80,  where  the  court  of  Exchequer  seem  to 
have  adopted  a  different  view  of  the  undertaking  from  that  entertained 
by  this  court ;  and  also  upon  Rogers  v.  Vandereombe,  1 B.  C.  R.  183, 
where  Wightman,  J.,  though  professing  to  follow  the  course  pursued  in 
Lumley  v.  Thibaurg^  made  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs ;  and  there,  it  ma^ 
be  observed,  the  discussion  took  place  on  ^t  first  day  of  term.  [Maulr, 
J.  In  Lumley  v.  ThUxmrg^  the  judges  refer  to  the  language  of  the  sta- 
tute, but  not  to  that  of  the  rule.] 

Bramwellj  in  support  of  his  rule.  In  Petrie  v.  OuUen  more  reliance 
seems  to  have  been  placed  by  a  portion  of  the  court  upon  the  language 
of  the  rule,  than  upon  that  of  the  statute.  K  the  form  of  the  rule  is 
not  consistent  with  the  statute,  no  length  of  user  will  sanctify  it. 
[Crbsswell,  J.  May  not  an  absolute  undertaking  to  try  be  one  of  the 
^*  reasonable  terms"  upon  which  the  court  is  authorised  to  allow  further 
time  for  trial  ?]  No  time  is  in  effect  given,  if  the  plaintiff  stands  pledged 
to  try  at  a  sitting  at  which  the  cause  cannot,  by  any  possibility,  be  tried; 
Zumley  v.  Dubaurg,  it  is  submitted,  lays  down  the  only  sound  rule. 
There,  the  plaintiff,  having  given  a  peremptory  undertaking  to  try  at  the 
London  sittings  after  Easter  term,  gave  notice  of  trial  accordingly,  and 
entered  the  cause,  which  had  been  made  a  special  jury  cause,  on  the  last 
day  for  entering  causes  for  trial  at  those  sittings ;  and  the  cause  stood 
No.  20  in  the  list ;  but,  there  being  only  two  days  for  the  sittings,  it  was 
made  a  remanet  to  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term :  and  it  was  held,  that, 
under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  default,  so  as  to 
^entitle  the  defendant  to  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  for  not  r^r^f^ 
proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to  his  undertaking.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  ■- 
there  says:  ^^ Where  a  plaintiff  gives  a  peremptory  undertaking,  he 
thereby  undertakes  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  cause  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  court.  How,  then,  can  it  be  said  that  he  neglects  to  do 
so,  when  he  is  ready  to  try,  but,  from  the  illness,  or  by  the  act,  of  the 
judge,  the  cause  is  made  a  remanet  ?  It  may  have  been,  that,  if,  in.  this 
case,  the  plaintiff  had  entered  the  cause  sooner,  it  would  have  been  tried; 
but  a  party  having  a  particular  time  to  enter  a  cause,  he  is  entitled  to 
the  whole  time  which  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court  allows  for  that 
purpose ;  and  it  cannot  be  negligence  in  a  suitor,  if  he  neglects  to  enter  ' 
it  sooner  than  the  practice  requires."  Alberson,  B.,  asks  **  How  can  a 
plaintiff  be  said  to  neglect  to  try  an  issue,  when  its  not  being  tried  was 
the  act  of  the  judge,  over  which  he  had  no  control ?"  "It  is  argued; 
however,'*  the  learned  baron  proceeds,  "  that  a  peremptory  undertaking 
is  an  undertaking  to  try  at  all  events:  but  that  is  not  so ;  for,  the  rule 
discharging  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  on  the  plaintiff's 
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gjiTi^g  a  perenpioiy  imdertakingyis  properly  tHe  act  of  the  ooofty  wbUk 
gives  the  plaintiff  additional  time  to  try  the  caoBe*  In  tke  first  part  of 
the  section,  the  same  word  neglect  is  used :  but  it  is  the  established 
practice^  that,  where  a  plaintiff  has  made  no  default,  but  takes  his  cause 
down  for  trial,  and  it  is  made  aremanet,  the  defendant  cannot  haye  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit,  but  must,  if  he  is  anxious  to  bave  the  cause 
tried,  take  it  down  bj  proviso  ;(a)  the  reason  of  which  is,  that  there  has 
been  no  neglect  to  proceed  to  trial  according  to  the  course  and  practice, 
of  the  court.  Then,  it  having  been  decided  not  to  be  a  negUetj  within 
♦AKTI  ^^  meaning  of  that  word  in  the  first  ^branch  of  the  section,  what 

•J  reason  is  there  for  putting  a  different  construction  on  the  latter 
part  of  the  section?  I  can  see  none.*'  And  in  Roger$  v.  Vandercombe:, 
WxaHiMAN,  J.,  after  time  taken  for  deliberation,  held  that  the  court  has 
the  same  power  to  grant  further  time  for  the  trial  of  an  issue,  after  % 
non-compliance  with  a  peremptory  undertaking,  as  before.  There,  the 
plaintiff  being  under  terms  to  try  at  the  sittings  after  Hilary  term, 
applied  at  sudi  sittings  to  put  off  the  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  dbsenoB 
of  a  material  witness,  when,  upon  inspection  of  the  record,  it  was 
found  that  it  had  been  irregularly  entered ;  and  the  canae  was  accord- 
ingly struck  out  of  the  paper.  On  the  first  day  of  the  ensuing  Saster 
term,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rule  absolute  for  judgment  as  in  case  of 
A  nonsuit,  and,  on  the  day  following,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  last-mentioned  ru)e,  and  to  enlarge  the  peremptory  undeN 
taking :  and  the  court,  under  the  cirqqnistafioes,  made  the  plaintiff's 
rule  absolute.  [Mauls,  J.  All  that  was  decided  there,  was,  that,  under 
the  circumstances  of  that  case,  the  court  was  not  stripped  of  the  power 
to  afford  some  relief.  It  was  not  necessary  to  embark  in  the  conflict  of 
authorities.]  According  to  the  fair  meaning  of  the  undertaking,  the 
time  for  going  to  trial  h^  not  arrived.  [Mauub,  J.  It  has  been  ^ 
invariable  practice  to  grant  a  rule  absolute,  upon  an  affidavit  such  as  tlie 
present.  I  haye  always  considered  that  merely  entmug  the  cause  for 
trial,  was  not  enough,  but  that  the  plaintiff  was  gfdlty  of  a  de&ult,  ii^ 
from  any  cause,  the  trial  did  not  take  place.  Y.  Williams,  J.  Hie 
forms  of  the  rule  and  affidavit,  as  given  in  Tidd,(i)  are  remarkable.  The 
rule  is — ^^^Upon  reading  the  rule,  &c.,  and  upon  the  undertaking  of  tbe 

^aintiff  to  bring  en  the  uMse  in  this  caueej  to  be  tried  at  the 

^Qt'Q't  sittings,  it  is  ^ordered  that  the  said  rule  be  discharged ;  and 

J  further  time  is  allowed  to  the  said  plaintiff  to  bring  an  the  ieum^ 
to  be  tried^  pursuant  to  his  undertaking ;  and  the  same  is  then  peremftih 
riljf  to  be  brought  on  to  be  tried:*    And  the  affidavit  is—''  That  tUs 

)u>|ioarable  court  w^  moved  in  last term,  for  judgment  as  in 

case  of  a  nonsuit;  and,  upon  showing  cause,  the  plaintiff  peremptorily 
Wdertook  fo  bring  on  the  said  cause  to  be  tried  at  the  sittings  after  the 

(•)  See  King  ▼.  Pippei,  1  T.  R.  492. 
jl^  Tidd's  Fomii,  Sch  adit.  jpp.  866,  967. 


8ud  term,  wherenpoo  the  annexed  rule  iras  made :  and  tlis  deponent 
further  eaith  that  the  plaiptiff  haih  not  proceeded  to  the  trial  of  the  eaid 
muej  in  pnrsnanee  of  his  said  undertaking/']  The  ohviouB  meaning  is^ 
that  he  has  failed  to  do  his  best  to  go  to  trial,  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  conrty^therwise  the  party  has  not  had  further  time  to  try  the 
cause.  [Maulb,  J.  The  court  is  to  allow  further  time  for  the  trial, 
^^Mpon  just  cause  and  reasonable  terms."  We  might,  if  we  thought  fit, 
grant  it  upon  condition  of  his  paying  a  sum  of  money.]  It  would  clearly 
be  no  compliance  with  the  act  to  impose  upon  the  party  a  condition  the 
iwrformance  of  which  was  impossible. 

Wilds,  C.  J.  There  being  some  apparent  conflict  between  the  case 
in  this  court  and  those  in  the  c^urt  of  Ezohequer  and  in  the  bail  court, 
jre  will  take  an  opportunity  to  coQsult  the  other  judges. 

Our.  ado,  tnUt. 
Grbsswill,  J.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court : 
In  this  case,  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  was  dis- 
charged upon  a  peremptory  undertakmg.  It  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
jdnly  entered  the  cause  for  trial,  and  did  all  he  could  to  procure  it  to  be 
tried,  pursuant  to  his  undertaking ;  but  the  court  did  not  arrire  at  the 
<we,  and  therefore  it  was  not  tried.  On  *the  second  day  of  last  r^e^f'^^ 
Hihtfy  term,  the  defendant  obtained  a  rale  absolute  for  judgment  '- 
$s  in. case  of  a  nonsuit.  A  motion  .was  iifterwards  made  to  set  aside  that 
rule,  and  to  enlarge  the  peremptory  undertaking, — founded  upon  the 
case  <^  Lufnlejf  v.  Dubourg.  That  rule  was  resisted,  on  the  sim)posed 
authority  of  Fetrie  v.  Oullenj  in  this  oourt.  In  the  last-mentioned  case, 
it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  made  due  endeavours  to  peifom 
the  undertaking  into  which  he  had  entered;  and,  upon  that  ground^ 
Tu^DAL,  C.  J.,  thought  he  was  not  entitled  to  relief.  Maulb,  J.,  went 
further,  and  expressed  an  <^inion  that  a  party  entering  into  such  a  rule 
undertakes  at  all  events,  and  without  any  reservation  or  exception,  that 
the  trial  shall  take  place  within  the  time  limited.  The  case  of  LuntUjf 
7.  Dubourg  occurred  after  that  decision ;  and  there  the  court  of  Excbe* 
9«er,  after  e<mf erring  witib  the  chief  justice  of  this  court,  held,  that,  the 
oause  having  hew  made  a  remaoet  without  any  neglect  or  default  on  the 
part  of  tiiie  plaintiff,  the  deiendaiit  was  not  entitled  to  a  rule  absolute 
for  judgm^it  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit.  We  have  communicated  with  the 
judges  of  the  court  of  Bxcbequer;  and  we  off  think  that  Immleif  v. 
Dubowrg  ought  to  be  adhered  to  for  the  future.  But,  as  the  parties  in 
this  case  appear  to  have  proceeded  xxf&a  the  expression  of  opinion  of  this 
court  in  Petrie  v.  CuUeaHj  we  think  the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  rub 
absolute  for  judgment  as  ia  eaee  of  a  nonsuit,  must  be  made  absolutoi 
without  costs.  Rule  absolute,  without  costs. 
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t 

A  foreigner  resident  abroad  may  acquire  copyright  in  this  country  in  a  work  that  is  first 
published  by  him,  as  author,  or  as  author's  assignee,  in  this  country,  which  has  not  been 
made  jmUki  jurU  by  a  prenmu  pabtieatkm  alaawhare. 

A  eontemporaneouM  publication  abroad  does  not  defeat  such  right. 

By  the  law  of  Austria,  which  prevailed  where  A.,  the  author  of  a  musical  composition,  and  B., 
his  assignee,  were  respectively  domiciled,  the  author  has  a  copyright,  and  such  copyright 
may  be  aosigned  by  word  of  mouth.  A.  assigned  his  right  to  B.,  and  B.,  before  the  puhUai- 
tion  of  the  work,  sold  his  copyright  to  C. : — Held,  that,  there,being  a  sale  valid  by  the  law 
of  Austria,  the  country  in  which  the  sale  took  place,  the  interest  of  the  author  became 
vested  in  C.  before  publication,  so  as  to  make  him  an  assignee  within  the  meanmg  of  te 
5  &  6  Vict  c.  45,  fl.  3,  and  to  confer  upon  him  a  good  derivative  title. 

This  iras  an  action  on  the  case,  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged 
unauthorised  publication  and  sale  by  the  defendant,  of  a  certain  book  or 
musical  composition,  called  Die  Elfen,  Walzer,  of  the  copyright  of  which 
the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  the  proprietor. 

The  declaration  stated,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  grievances  by  the  defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  and  after  th^ 
pkssing  of  a  certain  act  of  parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  sixth  year 
of  the  reign  of  our  lady  the  now  queen,  intituled  "  An  act  to  amend  the 
law  of  copyright,"  (a)  there  was  subsisting  copyright  in  a  certain  book; 
to  wit,  a  musical  composition  called  Die  Elfen,  Walzer,  composed  for  the 
piano  forte,  by  Joseph  Labitzky ;  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  proprietor 
of  such  copyright,  under  and  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  had  printed  and  published 
for  sale,  and  sold,  divers,  to  wit,  five  hundred  copies  of  the  said  book,  to 
his  great  profit  and  advantage ;  yet  that  the  defendant,  well  knowing 
the  premises,  but  contriving  and  fraudulently  intending  to  injure  and 
aggrieve  the  plaintiff  in  that  behalf,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  of 
August,  1845,  and  on  *divers  other  days  and  times  between  that 
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day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  knowingly,  wrongfully, 


and  injuriously,  and  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintiff,  60 
then  being  the  proprietor  of  such  copyright  as  aforesaid,  in  a  certain 
part  of  the  British  dominions,  to  wit,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  printed 
and  caused  to  be  printed,  for  sale,  divers,  to  wit,  one  thousand  copies  of 
the  said  book  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  such  proprietor  of  subsisting 
copyright  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  statute  in  such 
case  made ;  and  also,  during  the  time  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  several 
days  and  times  aforesaid,  the  defendant  knowingly,  wrongfully,  and 
injuriously,  and  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  plaintiff,  so  then 
being  the  proprietor  of  such  copyright  as  aforesaid,  in  a  certain  part  of 
the  British  dominions,  to  wit,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  did  sell,  pub- 
lish, and  expose  to  sale,  and  cause  to  be  sold,  published,  and  exposed  to 
sale,  divers,  to  wit,  one  thousand  other  copies  of  the  said  book  in  which 
the  plaintiff  was  such  proprietor  of  subsiBting  copyright  as  aforesaid,  be, 
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the  definidant,  before  and  at  the  said  sereral  thaes  last  afbresaid,  irdi 
knowing  the  last-mentioiied  copies  of  the  said  book  to  have  been  unlaw- 
fally  printed  without  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff^  in  writing,  or  other- 
wise, first  had  and  obtained  in  that  behalf,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the 
said  statute  in  such  case  made :  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  and  is  greatly 
damnified,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded, — ^first,  not  guilty, — secondly,  that  there  was 
not  any  subsisting  copyright  in  the  book  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
modo  et  formd^  concluding  to  the  country, — thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  said  copyright  in  the  book  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  modo  etfarmd;  concluding  to  the  country. 

^The  particular  of  objections  deliTered  pursuant  to  the  statute,  r^ggo 
iTere  as  follows : — 

^^  That  the  defendant  is  not  guilty  of  the  grievances  charged  against 
him,  or  any  of  them :  that  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  supposed 
grievances,  there  was  no  subsisting  copyright  in  the  book  in  the  declara- 
tion in  the  said  action  mentioned:  that,  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
of  the  alleged  grievances,  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the 
copyright:  that  no  person  whatsoever  was  the  proprietor  thereof,  inas- 
much as  there  was  no  subsisting  copyright  in  the  said  book:  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  grievances,  one  Joseph  Labitsky, 
if  any  one,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  was  the  proprietor  of  the  said  copyright: 
that,  if  the  said  Joseph  Labitaky  was  not  such  proprietor,  then,  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  alleged  grievances,  some  person  whose 
^ame  is  to  the  defendant  unknown, — ^if  any  one, — and  not  the  plaintiff, 
was  the  proprietor  of  the  said  copyright:  that  Joseph  Labitzky,  and  not 
the  plaintiff,  was  the  author  of  the  said  book :  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
the  assignee  of  Joseph  Labitzky,  within  the  meaning  of  the  5  &  6  Vict, 
c.  45,  or  of  any  other  act  relating  to  copyright:  that  the  books  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  respectively,  were  first  published  on  or  about  the 
1st  of  August,  1842,  by  one  Johann  Hoffmann,  at  Prague,  in  parte 
beyond  the  seas,  out  of  the  British  dominions,  under  the  title  of  Die 
Elfen:  that  the  said  first  publication  abroad  took  place  before  there 
was  any  copyright  subsisting  in  or  for  the  British  dominions:  that  the 
books  respectively  were  the  composition  of  an  alien,  Joseph  Labitzky, 
the  author  therof,  who  resided  out  of  the  British  dominions  at  the  time 
of  the  first  publication :  that  the  said  alien,  Joseph  Labitzky,  the  author, 
resided  out  of  the  British  dominions  at  the  time  of  composing,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  first  publication^:  that  the  *books,  r^ogo 
being  the  composition  of  the  said  Joseph  Labitzky,  the  author 
thereof,  an  alien,  and  resident  abroad  as  aforesaid,  were  not  published 
ia  the  British  dominions  before  they  were  published  at  Prague,  or  some 
other  place  out  of  the  British  dominions:  that  the  book  was  first 
published  in  the  British  dominions,  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  1st  of  Sep- 


tember,  184S,  at  London,  when  tUe  plaitttiir  nw  not  tbe  proprietor  <if 
tbe  oopyrigbt,  and  when  there  was  no  copyright  rabatsting :  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  first  publication  out  of  the  British  dominions,  no  copyright 
in  the  said  book  subsisted  for  the  British  dominions:  that  Josepli 
Labitssky  never  assigned  his  right  in  or  for  the  British  dominions  to  the 
plaintifi*:  that  Joseph  Labitzky,  the  author  of  the  said  book,  was  an 
alien,  and  not  resident  in  the  British  dominions  at  the  time  of  the  first 
publication  in  the  British  dominioiib." 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Brlb,  X,  at  the  sittings  in  Middlesex, 
after  Trinity  term,  1847,  when  a  VCTdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff, 
damages  40«.,  with  leave  to  the  defeudant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
and  with  liberty  to  eidier  party  to  turn  the  facts  into  a  special  verdict. 

On  the  defendant's  moving  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to  leave 
reserved,  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties,  and  ordered  by  the  court, 
that  the  said  verdict  should  be  subject  to  the  following  case,  with  liberty 
to  either  party  to  turn  the  same  into  a  special  verdict 

The  plaint^  is  an  Englishman,  domiciled  in  England,  and  carrying 
on  business,  as  a  musical  publisher,  in  Lond<«.  The  defendant  is  also 
a  music  publisher,  carrying  on  business  in  London. 

The  author  of  the  musical  composition  called  Die  Elfen,  Walxer,  is 
Joseph  Labitsky,  a  native  of  Carlsbad,  in  the  kingdom  of  Bohemia,  in 
the  empire  of  Austria,  domiciled  there.  Previously  to  the  month  of 
♦fiAdl  ^^P^^°^^®^»  '''1842,  the  c<^3rright  of  the  said  musical  composition, 
J  Die  Elfen,  Walaer,  was  sold,  bjf  letter^  to  the  plaintiff,  by  Johann 
Hofimann,  a  native  of  Prague,  and  domiciled  there;  he  having  pre- 
viously purchased  it  of  the  said  Joseph  Labitsky ;  of  which  said  letter 
the  following  is  a  copy : — 

"Leipwg,  8th  August,  1842." 
^^  Messrs.  Cocks  &;  Co.,  London. 
"  In  order  of  Mr.  J.  Hoffmann,  of  Prague,  I  ovcrscnd  you  with  this 
an  exemplar  of  the  ^  Spreuves  carrigSes'  of  Labitzky's  waltz.  Op.  86. 
The  term  of  publication  is  fixed  on  the  1st  of  September.    You  will 
credit  tiie  amount  of  the  hanararj  as  usually,  to  Mr.  Joh.  Hoffmann. 
(Signed)  Fuiedrich  Hoffmeistbb.'' 

This  letter  was  written  and  signed  by  Frederick  Hoffmeister,  by  the 
authority  and  direction  of  Johann  Hoffmann. 

The  said  musical  composition  was  first  published  abroad  on  the  Ist 
September,  1842. 

On  the  1st  of  September,  1842,  an  entry  was  made,  by  the  direction, 
and  on  the  behalf,  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  book  of  registry  of  copyrights 
and  assignments,  kept  at  the  haU  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  pursuant 
to  the  statute :  of  which  entry  the  following  is  a  copy : — 
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Time  of 

making  th« 

entry. 


Titteofbook. 


Name  of  publisheTi 
•ndpiaeeot* 
pobUcation. 


Name  and  place  of 

abode  of  the 

proprietor  of  the 

copyright. 


Date  of 
firat  pttblkatkia. 


September  1. 
1842. 


Die  Etfen, 

Waiacr. 

composed  for 

the  piano  forte,  by 

Joseph  Labitzky. 


R. 

Cocks  &  Co. 

20,  Princes  Street, 

HanoTor  Square, 

London. 


Robert  Cocke, 

of  3, 

Ladbroke  Terrace, 

in  the  Comity  of 

Middlesex. 


September  1, 
1842. 


*The  said  musical  eompoaition  was  published  and  sold  by  tbe 
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plaintiff,  at  bis  shop  in  Princes  Street,  Hanover  Square,  for  the 
first  time,  on  the  said  1st  of  September,  1842,  the  plaintiff  haying 
receiyed  a  proof  copy  about  ten  days  before,  and  printed  it  according  to 
the  day  named  for  the  publication. 

On  the  7th  of  August,  1845,  the  plaintiff  purchased  of  the  defendant, 
at  his  shop  in  Holbom,  a  copy  of  the  same  musical  composition,  prmted 
and  published  by  the  defendant. 

An  indenture,  purporting  to  be  under  seal,  dated  the  18th  of  July, 
1848,  was  made  between  the  said  Johann  Hofimann,  and  Joseph  Labitzky, 
the  said  author,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff,  of  the  other  part,  and 
executed  by  Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky,  and  duly  stamped, 
BO  as  to  be  a  yalid  deed  according  to  the  Austrian  law,  which  prevailed 
where  the  sud  Johann  HdRnann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  resided,  and  a 
copy  of  which  deed,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  publication  in  question,  is 
as  follows : — 

^*  This  indenture,  made,  &c.,  between  Johann  Hoffmann  of  Pjrague,  in 
the  kingdom  of  Austria,  music-publisher,  and  Joseph  Labitzky,  of  Prague 
aforesaid,  of  the  one  part,  and  Robert  Oocks,  of  Princes  Street,  Hanover 
Square,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  music-seller,  of  the  other  part : 
whereas  the  said  Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  have  sold  to  the 
said  Robert  Cocks  all  4heir  copyright  and  interest,  present  and  fixture, 
vested  and  contingent,  or  otherwise,  of  and  in  certain  compositions  of 
them  the  said  Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky,  hereinafter  par- 
ticularly mentioned,  at  prices  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  111/., 
which  said  sum  of  111/,  has  been  duly  paid  by  the  said  Robert  Cocks  to 
them  the  said  Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky,  but  no  assignment 
of  the  said  compositions  hath  yet  been  made  by  them  the  said  Johann 
Hoffmann  *and  Joseph  Labitzky  to  the  said  Robert  Cocks ;  and  rtftaa 
whereas  the  said  Robert  Cocks  hath  now  applied  to  them  the  isaid  *- 
Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  to  make  a  valid  assignment  of 
the  said  compositions  to  him  the  said  Robert  Cocks,  which  diey,  the  said 
Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky,  have  agreed  to  do :  now  this 
indenture  witnesseth,  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in 
owkfiideration  of  the  said  sum  of  1111.,  ftc,  to  them  the  said  Johann 
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BoSmann  and  Joseph  Labiteky  heretofore  well  and  truly  paid  by  A# 
said  Bobert  Cocks  as  aforesaid, — ^the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  acknow- 
ledged,— ^they  the  said  Johann  Hoffmann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  have 
bargained,  sold,  and  assigned,  and  by  these  presents  do  bargain,  sell  and 
assign  unto  the  said  Robert  Cocks,  his  executors,  administratorSi  and 
assigns,  all  those  the  sevwal  compositians  of  them  the  said  Johann  Hoff> 
mann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  hereinafter  particularly  described,  that  is 
to  say  (amongst  others),  aU  those  sereral  waltzes,  gallops,  and  polkas, 
intituled  and  called  Heitrer  Sinn,  Polka,  Opera  83,  by  Joseph  Labitiky, 
Die  Elfen,  Walzer,  Opera  86,  by  Joseph  Labitzky,  and  all  the  copyright 
and  interest,  present  and  future,  vested  and  contiujgent,  or  otherwise, 
and  all  the  title,  property,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever  of  them  the  said 
Johann  Hofimann  and  Joseph  Labitzky  of,  in,  and  to  the  same  respect- 
ively; to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  compoutions,  copyright,  and  all  the 
profit,  benefit,  and  advantage  that  hath  arisen,  or  may  hereafter  arise, 
by  and  from  printing,  reprinting,  and  vending  the  same  respectively, 
unto  the  said  Bobert  Cocks,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
absolutely,  and  for  ever,  and  they  the  said  Johann  Hofimann  and  Joseph 
Labitzky,  for  their  executors  and  administrators,  do  hereby  covenant 
with  the  said  Bobert  Cocks,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
*8671  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  Johann  Hoffmann  and  *  Joseph  Labitzky,  their 
executors  and  adnunistrators,  will,  at  all  times  hereafter,  do, 
perform,  and  execute  such  further  acts,  deeds,  and  things,  for  the  better 
assigning  the  said  premises  hereby  assigned  to  the  said  Bobert  Cocks, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and  for  the  better  enabling 
him  and  them  to  have  and  enjoy  the  same,  and  the  full  benefit  thereof, 
as  by  him  or  them,  or  his  or  their  counsel,  shall  be  reasonably  advised 
and  required.     In  witness,  &c. 

"Signed  Bealed,  «d  delivered  by  the|  « joH.  Hoffman  (l.  8.) 
*bove-named  Johann  Hoffiimn  and  Josepli  V  «  Jobbf  Labitzky  (l.  s.) 
Labitsky,  in  the  presence  of  J  ^      ^ 

"  Eeceived  the  sum  of  111/.,  being  the  consideration 
above  mentioned  to  have  been  paid  by  the  above-named 
Bobert  Cocks,  to  y  jElll  0  0 

"  JoH.  Hoffmann, 
"  JosBF  Labitzky." 

*^  List  of  works  referred  to  in  page  one  of  this  assignment  (amongst 
others): — 

"  !•  Opera  88,  Heitrer  Sinn,  Polka,  by  Joseph  Labitzky. 

"  4.  Opera  86,  Die  Elfen  Walzer,  by  Joseph  Labitzky." 

It  is  agreed  that  the  original  deed,  exhibited  in  the  court  of  Chancery, 
and  marked  accordingly,  may  be  inspected  by  the  court,  if  they  shall 
think  fit. 

By  the  Austrian  law,  which  prevails  in  Bohemia  and  in  Phtgue, 
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where  the  said  Joseph  Labiiskj  and  Johann  Hoffman  respeotiyely,  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  of  said  copyright,  resided,  a  copyright  may  be  assigned 
by  word  of  month  withont  any  writing;  an  anthor  is  the  proprietor  of 
the  copyright,  and  has  a  copyright  for  his  life,  and  thirty  years  after^ 
wards,  by  virtue  of  his  authorship;  and  an  "^author  may  transfer  r^^ogg 
the  copyright  to  another  indiridoal  for  one  country,  after  having  *" 
published  it  himself. 

The  jury,  in  answer  to  a  question  from  the  learned  judge,  found,  as  a 
fact,  that  there  had  been  no  publication  abroad  of  the  said  Die  Elfen, 
Walzer,  prior  to  the  publication  in  this  country,  but  that  the  publication 
abroad  and  that  in  England  were  simultaneous. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  maintain  his  action  against  the  defendant,  for  the  piracy  of 
the  said  musical  composition.  If  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  maintain  his  said  action,  then  the  verdict  is  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues;  but,  if  the  court  is  of  a  con^ 
trary  opinion,  then  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  entered. 

Talfaurd,  Serjt.  (with  whom  were  Boteh  and  Webiter)^  for  the 
plaintiff.'  As  against  a  wrong-doer,  the  plaintiff  has,  by  virtue  of  the  6 
k  6  Vict.  c.  45,  ss.  11,  18,(a)  a  *clear  primd  facie  title  as  pro-  rtogo 
prietor  of  the  copyright  in  question,  having,  as  the  case  states,  ^ 
on  the  1st  of  September,  1842,  made  the  entry  required  by  that  statute. 
The  question  is,  whether  there  is  anything  in  the  case  to  rebut  that 
primd  facie  title,  or  to  entitle  the  defendant  to  insist,  either  that  there 

(a)  Section  11  enacts,  *'  that  a  book  of  registry,  wherein  may  be  registered  as  hereinafter 
enacted,  the  proprietorship  in  the  copyright  of  books,  and  assignments  thereof,  and  in  dramatic 
and  mosical  piecee,  whether  in  manuaeript  or  otherwise,  and  licenaes  afiectmg  snch  copyright, 
ahall  be  kept  at  the  hall  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  by  the  officer  appointed  by  the  said  com- 
pany for  the  pnrposes  of  this  act,  and  shall  at  all  convenient  times  be  open  to  the  inspection  of 
any  person,  on  payment  of  Is.  for  every  entry  which  shall  be  searched  for,  or  inspected,  in  the 
•aid  book ;  and  that  such  officer  shall,  whenever  thereanto  reasonably  required,  give  a  copy 
of  any  entry  in  such  book,  certified  under  his  hand,  and  impressed  with  the  stamp  of  the  said 
company,  to  be  provided  by  them  for  that  purpose, — and  which  they  are  hereby  required  to 
provide,— to  any  person  requiring  the  same,  on  payment  to  him  of  the  sum  of  5$. ;  and  such 
copies,  80  certified  and  impressed,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in  all  courts,  and  in  all  sum- 
mary proceedings,  and  shall  be  primd  facie  proof  of  the  proprietorship,  or  assignment  of  copy- 
right, or  license,  as  therein  expressed,  but  subject  to  be  rebutted  by  other  evidence ;  and,  in 
the  case  of  dramatic  or  musical  pieces,  shall  be,  primd  fade,  proof  of  the  right  of  represen- 
tatbn  or  performance,  subject  to  be  rebutted  as  aforesaid." 

And  section  13  enacts  "  that,  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  proprie- 
tor of  copyright  in  any  book  heretotore  published,  or  in  any  book  hereafter  to  be  publish^, 
to  make  entry  in  the  registry-book  of  the  Stationers'  Company,  of  the  title  of  such  book,  the 
time  of  the  first  publication  thereof,  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  publisher  thereof, 
and  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  of  the  said  book,  or  of  any 
portion  of  such  copyright,  in  the  form  in  that  behalf  given  in  the  achedule  to  this  act  annexed, 
upon  pajrment  of  the  sum  of  5s.  to  the  officer  of  the  said  company ;  and  that  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  every  such  registered  proprietor  to  assign  his  interest,  or  any  portion  of  his  interest  therein, 
by  making  entry  in  such  book  of  registry  of  such  assignment,  and  of  the  name  and  place  of  abode 
of  the  assignee  thereof,  in  the  form  given  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  schedule,  on  payment  of 
the  like  sum  ;  and  such  assignment,  so  entered,  shall  be  eflectual  in  law  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,  without  being  subject  to  any  stamp  or  duty,  and  shall  be  of  the 
(Nroe  and  efiect  as  if  ancb  aangnmant  had  been  made  by  dead." 
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IB  no  sabtisting  eopyriglkt  in  thk  oomposHiony  or  that  the  pkintff  is  not 
the  proprietor.  . 

The  t>bjection0  upon  which  the  defendant  will  rely,  are  three, — ^ftrst^ 
founding  himself  upon  the  doubt  thrown  out  by  the  oourt  of  Exchequer  ia 
the  case  of  Cfhappdl  y*  Pwrday,  14  M.  k  W.  800,  he  will  contend  that  tiie 
work  of  a  foreign  auth(»r  domiciled  abroad,  cannot  become  the  subject 
of  copyrisht  in  this  country, — secondly,  that,  assuming  that  such  a  work 
may  be  tne  subject  of  copyright  where  the  first  publication  has  taken 
place  in  this  country,  such  right  is  defeated  by  a  previous,  or  a  contem- 
poraneous, publication  abroad, — ^thirdly,  that,  at  all  eyents,  the  plaintif, 
by  reason  of  the  infirmity  of  his  title  derived  from  the  author,  was  not 
the  proprietor  of  the  copyright  in  question,  within  the  second  issue. 
^8701  ^^'  ^^  ^^^  ^^  section  of  the  5  k%  Vict,  c.45, — ^whioh  received 
^  the  royal  assent  and  came  into  operation  before  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff  originated, — c<^yright  is  to  be  deemed  personal  property,  and  to 
be  transmissible  by  bequest,  or,  in  case  of  intestacy,  is  to  be  subject  to  the 
same  law  of  distribution  as  other  personal  property,  and,  in  Scotland,  is 
io  be  deemed  personal  and  moveable  estate.  Even  before  that  statute,  it 
was  always  treated  as  personal  property.  And,  with  respect  to  the 
acquisition  of  property  of  that  nature,  aliens  stand  upon  precisely  the 
same  footing  as  natoral-bom  subjects.  In  PUani  v.  Lawmm^  6  N.  G.  90,  8 
Scott,  182,  8Dowl.  P.  G.  57,  it  was  held  that  an  alien  amy,  though  he  has 
never  been  in  this  country,  may  maintain  an  action  for  a  Ubel  publiAed  m 
this  country.  If,  then,  a  fcweigner  domioiled  abroad,  has  such  a  property 
in  his  good  name,  that  he  may  maintain  an  action  here  against  one 
who  assails  it,  upon  what  principle  is  he  to  be  excluded  from  the  like  proteo- 
tian  in  rei^ect  of  a  munoal  eempoBition  pubHshed  here,  in  what  may  be 
called  an  universal  language  ?  It  would  be  monstrous  to  hold  that  a 
foreigner,  who  has  selected  this  country  for  the  first  publication  of  his 
WOTk,  should  not  have  his  property  therein  protected,  because  he  is 
domiciled  abroad.  The  special  verdict  in  Timwn  v.  CdlvMy  1  Sir  W. 
Blac.  800,  states  that  the  work  allied  to  be  pirated,  was  the  c(«iposition 
of  natural-bom  subjects  resident  in  England;  but  Thurlow^  for  the 
defendant,  puts  that  out  of  the  questicm,  by  observiDg  that  ^^  it  is  of 
no  consequence  whether  the  authors  are  natural-born  subjects  or  not, 
because  this  right  of  property,  if  any,  is  personal,  and  may  be  acquired 
by  aliens."  In  I>*AlmaiM  v.  Boosetfj  1 Y.  &  G.  (Excfa.)  288,  upon  the 
case  of  Lehndre  v.  Shaw^  2  Simons,  287,  being  cited  for  the  purpose  of 
<^f)711  *^^^^^E  ^^^  ^  foreigner  can  have  no  copyright  which  a  court  of 
J  equity  will  protect,  Lord  AnxNOER  asks, — ^^  Am  I  to  understand, 
that,  if  a  foreigner  residing  here  were  to  invent  and  publish  a  work,  and 
enter  it  at  Stationers'  Hall,  he  w(mld  have  no  property  in  that  wcMrk  ?  " 
The  manner  of  putting  the  question  evidently  shows  the  leaning  of  his 
lordship's  opinion.  It  is  true  that  some  expressions  are  to  be  found  in 
cases  that  would  seem  to  import  that  the  invention  of  a  ffHwigner  is  not 
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oroieetecl  We.  Sat  they  hftve  no  appUctttion  to  questioiui  of  copyright, 
%,r  they  apply  only  where  there  hae  been  a  previous  publication  abroad. 
In  Delondre  y.  Shaw^  the  plaintiff  Delondre  had  inyented  a  valaable 
chemical  preparation  of  Peruvian  bark,  called  sulphate  of  quinine,  and 
had  employed  the  other  plaintiff,  Pelletier,  a  chemist,  and  a  native  of 
France,  to  prepare  the  medicine,  which  he,  Delondre,  was  to  vend  in 
England,  for  his  own  sole  benefit.  For  the  purpose  of  insuring  the 
genuineness  of  the  medicine^  Delondre  caused  a  seal  to  be  engraved, 
after  a  device  invented  by  Pelletier,  with  obtain  words  and  emblematical 
figures  thereon,  with  which  seal  the  bottles  containing  the  preparation 
were  stamped.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  Delondre  and  Pelletier  against  the 
defendants  for  engraving  and  printing  seals  and  labels  in  imitation  of 
the  plaintiff's  seal  and  label,  a  demurrer  was  allowed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  parties  were  not  entitled  to  jtnnt  relief.  The  Vice  Chancellor 
snys :  '^  The  plaintiffs  do  not  show  that  they  are  entitled  to  an  account 
from  the  defendants;  for,  I  cannot  understand  from  this  bill,  that 
Pelletier  has  any  interest  in  these  labels  and  seals.  The  circumstance 
that  he  was  the  inventor  of'  the  seals,  will  not  justify  the  court  in  inter- 
posing in  his  behalf;  for,  he  was  a  foreigner,  and  the  court  does  not 
protect  the  eopjfright  of  a  foreigner*^'  With  reference  to  that  case,  Lord 
AniNasR,  in  JD'Almaine  v.  Jpoosey,  observes — "  What  has  that  case  to 
do  with  copyright?     *The  substantial  ground  for  relief  was. 


that  the  property  of  the  plaintff  was  injured  by  the  sale  of  a 
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spurious  article  by  another  par^."  In  Page  v.  Townsendy  6  Simons, 
395,  an  attempt  was  made  to  restrain  the  sale  by  the  defendants  of 
copies,  of  prints  or  engravings,  the  copyright  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
which  had  been  engraved  and  struck  off  in  Paris,  and  published  here, 
after  having  been  published  thwe.  But  the  Vice  Chancellor  said: 
"  The  act  of  8  G.  2,  c.  13,  protected  the  property  in  prints  for  fourteen 
years,  by  penalty.  The  act  of  the  7  G.  8,  c.  88,  extended  the  provi- 
sion given  by  the  former  act  to  other  works,  and  for  the  period  of 
twenty-eight  years.  The  act  of  the  17  G.  8,  c.  67,  gives  a  new  remedy, 
fdz.  by  action.  The  general  object  of  all  these  acts  was  the  same,  viz. 
to  protect  the  artist:  they  must  all  be  considered  as  being  m  pari 
materid.  The  question,  then,  is,  whether  the  words  found  in  the  17  G.  8, 
are  not  to  be  supplied  in  the  other  acts.  It  is  plain  that  the  object  of 
the  legislature  was,  to  protect  those  works  which  were  designed, 
engraved,  etched,  or  worked  in  Great  Britain,  and  not  those  which  were 
designed,  engraved,  etched,  or  worked  abroad,  and  only  published  in 
Great  Britain."  But,  in  Bentley  v.  Foster,  10  Simons,  829,  his  Honour 
said,  that,  "in  his  opinion,  protection  ^^  given,  by  the  law  of  copy- 
right, to  a  work  first  published  in  this  country,  whether  it  was  written 
abroad  by  a  foreigner  or  not ;  and  that,  if  an  alien  friend  wrote  a  book, 
whether  abroad  or  in  this  country,  and  gave  the  British  public  the 
advantage  of  his  industry  and  knowledge^  by  first  publishing  the  work  here> 
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he  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  laws  relating  to  copyright  in  this 
country."  Inasmuch,  however,  as  the  question  was  a  legal  one,  he  directed 
that  an  action  should  be  brought  to  try  the  right.  An  action  was  accordingly 
*8731  ^^™™^^^^^)  *^^^  ^^^  defendant  consented  to  a  verdict  against  him. 
-^  In  D'Almaine  v.  BooBey,  the  two  principal  questions  that  srOse 
were,  whether  the  law  would  protect  the  assignee  of  foreign  copyright 
at  all, — and  whether  any  protection  could  exist,  where  the  work  had 
been  first  published  abroad.  Alluding  to  Dehndre  v.  Shaw,  Lord 
Abingeb  says :  ^^  If  the  Vice  Chancellor  had  decided  expressly  that  a 
foreigner,  qud  fcreignery  had  no  protection  in  England  in  regard  to 
copyright,  I  confess  I  should  have  doubted  the  correctness  of  that 
decision ;  though,  certainly,  I  should  not  have  decided  in  opposition  to 
him,  but  should  have  put  this  case  in  the  course  of  further  investigation, 
out  of  respect  to  his  authority.  But  the  case  which  has  been  cited  upon 
the  subject  does  not  go  that  length :  it  is,  in  principle,  not  quite  intel- 
ligible ;  but  there  was  clear  ground  for  an  injunction  independently  of 
the  question  of  copyright.  Besides,  that  was  a  case  where  one  of  the 
parties  resided  abroad.  Now,  the  acts  give  no  protection  to  foreigners 
resident  abroad,  in  respect  of  works  published  abroad ;  and  all  the  Vice 
Chancellor  said,  was,  that  the  publisher  of  a  work  at  Paris  could  not 
protect  himself  in  a  court  of  justice  in  England,  either  by  action  or 
injunction.  But  the  question,  whether  a  foreigner  publishing  in  Eng- 
land, can  sue  in  this  country  for  a  breach  of  his  copyright,  was,  in  fact, 
determined  in  the  case  of  Bach  v.  Longman^  Cowp.  628.  Bach  was  a 
musical  composer,  who  had  come  into  this  country  from  Germany.  He 
sued  Longman  for  pirating  a  sonata,  which  the  latter  had  published  in 
England,  and  Tas  successful  in  his  suit."  The  second  question  in  that  case 
again  arose  in  Chappell  v.  Purday,  14  M.  k  W.  808,  in  the  Exchequeri 
but  was  not  decided.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  after  referring  to  Cfkmenti  ▼. 
♦874*1  Walker,  2  B.  &  C.  861 ;  *Dehndre  v.  Shaw,  Guiehard  v.  Marty 
9  Law  Joum.  Chancery,  227;  Page  v.  TawMend,  BetvUey  v. 
FoBter,  and  D'Almaine  v.  Boosey,  says :  "  The  result  seems  to  be,  that, 
if  a  foreign  author,  not  having  published  abroad,  first  publishes  in' 
England,  he  may  have  the  benefit  of  the  statutes ;  but  that  no  case  has 
decided,  that,  if  the  author  first  published  abroad,  he  can  afterwards 
have  the  benefit  of  it  by  first  publishing  here."  In  dementi  v.  Walker, 
Baylby,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  The  case  is 
reduced  to  this, — ^whether  an  author  who  first  publishes  abroad,  and, 
instead  of  using  due  diligence  to  publish  here,  forbears  to  publish,  until 
some  other  person,  fairly  and  without  blame,  publishes  here,  can  insist 
upon  his  privilege,  and,  at  a  distance  of  time,  stop  a  publication  which, 
in  the  interim,  has  taken  place  here,  and  treat  the  continuance  of  that 
publication  as  a  piracy :  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  cannot.  Whether 
the  act  of  printing  and  publishing  abroad  makes  the  work  at  once 
fubUei  juru,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide :  but  we  have  no  doubt 
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tbat  it  becomes  puNiei  jurisj  if  the  author  does  not  take  prompt 
measures  to  publish  here*  To  hold  the  contrary,  would  discourage 
British  enterprise,  and  stop  the  avenues  to  British  knowledge.  If  the 
author  does  not  promptly  print  and  publish  here,  why  are  the  public  to 
be  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  British  printing  and  British  publication? 
No  good  or  plausible  reason  can  be  given  for  the  deprivation."  The 
case  of  Chappell  v.  Purday,  4  Y.  &  G.  Exch.  Equity,  485,  in  equity, 
undoubtedly  goes  to  the  extent  of  deciding,  that,  where  a  work  is  first 
published  abroad,  no  subsequent  act  of  the  author  can  make  good  an 
after-assignment  of  a  right  to  publish  it  in  this  country.  The  court  of 
Exchequer,  when  they  say,  in  ChappeU  v.  Purday^  14  M.  k  W.  803, 
that  ^^  a  foreign  author,  residing  abroad,  and  'publishing  a  work  ■-«/>-;. 
here,  has  not  by  the  common  law  of  England  any  copyright  I- 
here,"  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  foreigner,  as  such,  is  under  any 
personal  disability  in  this  respect.  If  they  do,  not  only  is  that  not  borne 
out  by  the  authorities,  but  it  was  wholly  unnecessary  to  the  decision 
of  the  case.  Speaking  of  BenHey  v.  Fo%ier^  Pollock,  G.  B.,  says: 
^' There  is  an  ambiguity  in  the  judgment,  as  reported;  for,  it  may 
mean,  if  he  is  the  first  who  published  in  England,  or,  if  the  first 
publication  anywhere  be  in  England ;  and  the  context  does  not  enable 
us  to  determine  with  certainty  in  which  sense  the  words  were  used, 
though  more  probably  the  latter."  Assuming  that  case  to  amount  to  a 
decision,  that,  where  a  foreign  composer  has  given  his  work  to  the  world 
in  a  foreign  country,  so  as  to  afibrd  an  opportunity  to  a  third  person  to 
import  it  into  this  country,  and  publish  it  here,  he  thereby  loses  his 
exclusive  right  of  publication  here  by  himself  or  an  assignee, — still  it 
does  not  affect  the  present  question;  this  being  the  case  of  a  contempo- 
raneous publication  at  Prague  and  in  London  by  one  who  was,  at  the 
time,  entitled  to  the  entire  copyright,  and  not,  as  in  Clementi  v.  Walker^ 
that  of  a  mere  license  to  publish  here.  [Wilde,  G.  J.  How  do  you 
show  a  sale  7  The  letter  of  the  8th  of  August,  1842,  makes  no  mention 
of  price ;  and  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  July,  1843,  does  not  even  refer  to 
the  letter.]  The  expression  in  the  letter, — '^  You  will  credit  the  amount 
of  the  honorar,  as  usually,  to  M.  Johann  Hoffmann," — ^refers  plainly  to 
some  understanding  as  to  price :  and  the  deed  recites  the  sale/  [Gress* 
WELL,  J.  The  recital  in  the  deed  cannot  help  you:  it  is  a  mere  state- 
ment by  a  third  person.]  The  deed  was  the  defendant's  evidence. 
[Gresswell,  J.  That  would  only  make  it  a  question  for  the  jury. 
Suppose  a  special  case  were  to  contain  a  statement  that  a  party  leased, 
or  contracted  to  lease,  certain  premises,  and  the  instrument  were  set  out, 
and  was  ^palpably  no  lease, — could  the  court  treat  it  as  a  lease,  p^n,^/. 
merely  because  it  was  so  called  in  the  case  ?  Sitting  here  in  ^ 
judgment,  I  am  unable  to  put  a  distinct  meaning  on  the  word  "  honorar."] 
As  against  a  pirate,  enough  is  disclosed  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
proprietor  of  the  copyright.  [Wilde,  C.  J.   The  defendant  is  no  pirate, 
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until  he  is  shown  to  have  inyaded  some  righti  Matju,  J.  ^  have  great 
donbt  whether  yon  do  not,  by  the  letter,  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the 
proprietor  of  the  copyright.  Hoffmanni  the  author  or  composer,  being 
minded  to  publish  the  work  at  Prague  and  in  London  simultaneously, 
sends  a  copy  of  the  work  to  the  plaintiff,  to  get  it  published  here  on  his 
account.  If  that  be  so,  how  can  the  plaintiff  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name  ?  Wildb,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  registered  it  in  his  own  name, 
Gould  the  author  himself  register  it,  three  or  four  years  after  its  first 
publication  in  this  country?]  If  improperly  registered,  the  entry  might 
be  amended :  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  14.(a) 

The  intention  of  the  statute  was,  to  prevent  the  title  being  contested 
by  a  stranger, — ^to  shut  out  all  questions  anterior  to  the  publication. 
Much  difficulty  and  perplexity  was  occasioned  by  the  case  of  Power  v. 
Walker^  4  Gampb.  8,  where  it  was  held  that  a  parol  agreement 
*8771  *^^^®®^  ^^^  proprietor  of  the  copyright  of  a  work,  and  another 
person,  that  the  latter,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  shall  have 
the  exclusive  publication  and  sale  of  it  in  England,  does  not  entitle  the 
latter  to  maintain  an  action  for  pirating  the  work.  All  these  difficulties 
the  statute  was  designed  to  obviate.  Registration  gives  a  primd  facte 
title.  The  word  '^  proprietor,"  which  is  found  in  the  act,  means  a  persoa 
invested  by  the  author  with  the  power  of  giving  the  work  to  the  world. 
^^  Copyright"  is,  by  the  interpretation  clause,  s.  2,  construed  to  mean  the 
sole  and  exclusive  liberty  of  printing  or  othervrise  multiplying  copies  of 
any  subject  to  which  the  word  is  in  the  statute  applied.  [Wildb,  C.  J. 
Your  argument  is,  that,  if  Hoffmann  was  by  his  agent  the  first  publisher 
of  the  work  in  this  country,  he  well  assigned  it  to  the  plaintiff  before 
the  alleged  piracy.]  Precisely.  The  contract  is  to  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  was  made :  The  British  Linen 
Cmnpany  v.  Drummond,  10  B.  &  C.  908 ;  Huber  v.  Steiner,  2  N.  C.  202, 
2  Scott,  804 :  or,  as  Tindal,  G.  J.,  observes  in  the  last-mentioned  case, 
— "  The  distinction  between  that  part  of  the  law  of  the  foreign  country 
*where  a  personal  contract  is  made,  which  ie  adopted,  and  that  which  ie 
not  adopted,  by  our  English  courts  of  law,  is  well  known  and  established^ 
«viz.  that  so  much  of  the  laW  as  affects  the  rights  and  merit  of  the  con- 
ttract,  all  that  relates  ^ad  litis  deeisionem^^  is  adopted  from  the  foreign 
.country;  so  much  of  the  law  as  affects  the  revnedy  only,  all  that  relates 
*ad  litis  ordinationem,'  is  taken  from  the  ^lez  fori*  of  that  country 

/(a)  Which  enacts,  "that,  if  any  person  shall  deem  himself  aggrieved  by  any  entry  mad* 
vnder  colour  of  this  act  in  the  said  book  of  registry,  it  shall  be  Iswful  for  such  person  to  apply 
by  motion  to  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  court  of  Common  Pleas,  or  court  of  Exchequer,  in 
term  time,  or  to  apply  by  summons  to  any  judge  of  either  of  such  courts,  in  vucation,  for  an 
order  that  such  entry  msy  be  expunged  or  varied ;  and  that,  upon  any  such  application,  by  mo- 
nbn  or  summons  to  either  of  the  said  courts,  or  to  a  judge  as  aforesaid,  such  court  or  judge  shall 
make  such  order  for  expunging,  vsrying,  or  confirming  such  entry,  either  with  or  without  oosia, 
as  to  such  court  or  judge  shall  seem  just ;  and  the  officer  appointed  by  the  stationers'  company 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  shall,  on  the  production  to  him  of  any  such  order  for  expunging  or 
varying  any  such  «ntry,  expungs  or  Tvy  tlie  stme  acooiding  to  the  requimtions  of  such  order.'* 
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ifhtite  the  action  is  brought**  The  28d  section  of  the  6  fc  6  Vict.  c.  45, 
which  gives  the  remedy,  in  respect  of  books  nnlawfuDy  printed  or 
imported,  enacts,  '^  that  all  copies  of  any  book  wherein  there  shall  be 
copyright,  and  of  which  entry  shall  have  been  made  in  the  said  registry 


book,  '''and  which  shall  have  been  unlawfully  printed  or  imported 
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without  the  consent  of  the  registered  proprietor  of  such  copy- 
right, in  writing  under  his  hand  first  obtained,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
property  of  the  proprietor  of  such  copyright,  and  who  shall  be  registered 
as  such ;  and  such  registered  proprietor  shall,  after  demand  thereof  in 
writing,  be  entitled  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  same,  or  damages  for  the 
detention  thereof,  in  an  action  of  detinue,  from  any  party  who  shall  detain 
the  same,  or  to  sue  for  and  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  thereof^ 
in  an  action  of  trover."  The  18th  section  gives  a  power  of  assignment, 
by  entry  in  the  book  of  registry.  As  against  this  defendant,  therefore, 
the  plaintiff  clearly  has  a  good  title  to  the  copyright  in  question. 

Channellj  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  ByleSj  Serjt.),  for  the  defendant. 
The  plaintiff  is  out  of  court,  unless  he  shows  that  there  is  a  subsisting 
copyright,  and  that  he  is  the  proprietor.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the 
entry  made  in  the  book  of  registry  at  Stationers'  Hall, — ^which  is  an  act 
done  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  asserting  a  right  in  himself, — ogives  him  a 
primd facie  title.  The  case  stands  thus: — On  the  1st  of  September, 
1842,  the  plaintiff  registers  himself  as  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright 
of  the  work  in  question.  He  is  not  the  author:  he  must,  therefore, 
have  a  title  derived  from  the  author.  In  order  to  do  this,  he  alleges 
that  Labitzky,  the  author  of  the  composition,  conveyed  the  copyright  to 
Hoffmann;  and  that  Hoffmann  assigned  it  to  him,  the  plaintiff.  Labitzky, 
the  author,  had  no  copyright  in  England,  and  therefore  could  transfer 
no  copyright  to  the  plaintiff.  The  court  of  Exchequer,  in  deciding  the 
case  of  ChappeU  v.  Purdajfy  14  M.  &  W.  802,  did  not  intend  to  throw 
any  doubt  *upon  the  right  of  an  alien  fiiend  to  acquire  copyright  r^coira 
here,  but  upon  that  of  an  alien  reMinff  abroad.  If  a  foreigner  '' 
wishes  to  acquire  such  a  right,  he  must  do  so  by  first  publishing  his 
work  in  this  country :  if  it  has  been  first  published  abroad,  he  can 
acquire  no  title  here,  whether  as  author  or  as  assignee*  In  D^Almairu 
V.  Sooseyj  Lord  Abingeb  says :  "  The  act  gives  no  protection  to 
foreigners  resident  abroad,  in  respect  of  works  published  abroad."  The 
result  of  the  two  cases  of  ChappeU  v.  Purday  clearly  is,  that  a  foreign 
author,  or  his  assignee,  can  acquire  no  copyright  here,  after  a  previous 
publication  of  the  work  abroad. 

Supposing  that  a  contemporaneous  publication  at  Prague  and  in  this 
country  might  give  the  right  that  is  contended  for,  how  stands  this  case  ? 
The  plamtiff  relies  upon  the  entry  made  by  himself  in  the  register  at 
Stationers'  Hall  on  the  Ist  of  September,  1842.  If  there  was  no 
assignment  to  the  plaintiff  until  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  July,  1843, 
how  can  that  deed  give  him  any  ezdusive  right,  there  having  been  t^ 
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previoiu  publication  here  on  the  Ist  of  September,  1842  ?  It  is  not  open 
to  the  plaintiff  to  contend  that  that  was  a  publication  by  Labitzky  or  by 
Hoffmann:  it  was  clearly  a  publication  by  the  plaintiff  in  assertion  of 
his  own  right  as  proprietor.  The  case,  therefore,  falls  clearly  within 
ClemenH  v.  Walker^  2  B.  &  C.  861,  4  D.  t  R.  598.  There,  an  author 
published  his  work  in  a  foreign  country  in  1814,  and  afterwards  agreed 
to  sell  to  A.  the  exclusiye  right  of  printing  the  same  work  in  this 
country,  but  no  agreement  or  consent  in  writing  was  then  entered  into. 

A.  published  the  work  in  September,  1814,  in  England.    In  1818^ 

B.  published  the  same  in  England.  In  1822,  the  ffithor,  by  an  agree- 
ment in  writing,  assigned  to  A.  the  exclusive  right  of  printing  the  work 
^r^r^fY^  i^  Euglaud;  and  it  was  '''held, — first,  that  A.  did  not,  by  the 

^  parol  consent  given  by  the  author  in  1814,  acquire  the  exclusiye 
right  of  publishing  the  work  in  England ; — secondly,  that  tiiat  could  not 
be  deemed  a  publication  by  the  author,  not  being  made  on  his  account 
or  for  his  benefit ; — ^thirdly,  that  the  publication  by  B.  in  1818,  was  a 
lawful  publication ; — and,  fourthly,  that  the  author  could  not  afterwards, 
in  1822,  by  making  a  vaJid  assignment  to  A.,  enable  him  to  maintain 
an  action  against  B.  for  selling  a  copy  of  the  same  work,  after  such 
assignment  was  executed.  So,  here,  the  plaintiff  having  registered  the 
work  in  question  in  his  own  name  in  1822,  claiming  to  be  owner,  there 
was  then  a  publication  of  it,  which  must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  publi- 
cation, not  by  th&  author  or  his  assignee,  but  by  a  third  person,  which 
prevented  any  one  from  afterwards  acquiring  an  exclusive  right  by 
assignment  from  the  author.  The  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  that  prior  pub- 
lication, is  precluded  from  relying  either  upon  the  letter  of  tiie  8th  of 
August,  1842,  or  upon  the  deed  of  the  18th  of  July,  1848. 

Talfourdy  Serjt,  in  reply.  There  is  no  authority  for  the  position 
that  a  foreigner  resident  abroad  is  precluded  from  having  or  conferring 
title  to  a  copyright  in  this  country.  On  the  contrary,  the  cases  of  Bent- 
ley  V.  Foster,  and  D'Almaine  v.  Boosetfj  show  that  he  may ;  and  Lord 
Abingbr,  in  Chappell  v.  Purday^  4  T.  4;  C.  Exch.  495,  distinctiy  repu- 
diates the  doctrine  contended  for  on  the  other  side.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  If 
your  argument  is  well  founded,  where  was  the  necessity  for  the  interna- 
tional copyright  act  7  (a)  The  object  of  those  acts,  was,  to  give  greater 
faoilities  to  foreign  authors  than  the  existing  law  gave  them ;  but  they 
do  not  apply  to  a  case  like  this.  Why  should  not  a  foreigner  abroad, 
*88n  ^*^^  *  property  in  his  ideas,  •when  he  chooses  to  give  them  to 

^  the  British  public  through  the  medium  of  the  British  press  ?  The 
decisions  in  Clementi  v.  Walker,  D'Ahnaine  v.  Boosey,  and  (Chappell 
T.  Purday,  proceed  upon  the  ground  of  the  position  the  author  had 
placed  the  rest  of  the  world  in  by  having  first  published  the  work  in  hia 
own  country.  Our.  adv.  vuU. 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

(a)  1  dt  8  Viot.  c  59. 
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This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  infringement  of  the  copyright 
of  9t  musical  composition.  The  defendant  pleaded, — first,  not  guilty, — 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  subsisting  copyright  in  the  publication, — 
thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff*  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  copyright. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Erle,  J.,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff  subject  to  a  special  case,  which  stated,  in  substance,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  an  Englishman  domiciled  in  England ;  that  Joseph  Labitzky, 
a  native  of  Carlsbad,  in  the  empire  of  Austria,  and  domiciled  there,  was 
the  author  of  the  work;  that,  by  the  law  of  Austria,  which  prevails  at 
Prague,  where  Johann  Hoffmann  is  domiciled,  as  well  as  at  Carlsbad,  an 
author  has  copyright  in  his  works  for  his  own  life  and  thirty  years  after, 
and  may  assign  it  by  word  of  mouth;  that  Johann  Hoffmann  became  the 
purchaser  and  assignee  of  the  copyright  of  the  work  in  question,  from 
Labitzky,  and  afterwards  sold  it  to  the  plaintiff  by  a  letter  dated  tiie  8th 
of  August,  1842,  written  and  signed  by  the  authority  of  Hoffmann, — ^which 
letter  was  set  out  in  the  case,  and  stated,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  pe- 
riod of  publication  was  fixed  for  the  1st  of  September,  that  on  the  Ist  of 
September,  1842,  the  plaintiff  made  an  entry  in  the  register  at  Stationers' 
Hall,  and  stated  therein  that  he  was  the  publisher  and  'proprietor,  r«ooo 
and  that  the  date  of  the  first  publication  was,  the  1st  of  September,  ^ 
1842;  that,  on  the  18th  of  July,  1843,  a  formal  assignment  of  the 
copyright  of  this  and  other  musical  compositions  was  made  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  indenture,  between  Labitzky  and  Hoffmann  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  plaintiff  of  the  other  part ;  and  that  the  defendant  sold  a  copy 
of  the  same  work,  published  by  himself,  on  the  7th  of  August,  1845. 

The  jury  found  that  there  had  been  no  publication  abroad  prior  to  the 
publication  in  England,  but  that  the  publication  abroad  and  that  which 
took  place  in  this  country  were  simultaneous. 

Three  points  were  raised,  and  discussed  at  the  bar, — ^first,  whether  a 
foreigner,  domiciled  abroad,  can  have  copyright  in  this  country, — 
secondly,  whether  he  can  have  it  where  there  is  not  a  publication  here 
before  publication  abroad, — ^thirdly,  if  it  can  exist  under  such  circum- 
stances, whether  the  defendant  had  derived  a  good  title  from  the  original 
author. 

As  to. the  first  point,  no  legal  principle  was  suggested  as  the  founda- 
tion of  the  argument  tiiat  an  alien  friend  is  not  to  have  copyright  in  a 
work  composed  by  him  abroad,  and  first  published  in  England.  There 
are,  indeed,  some  dicta  in  the  books,  to  the  effect  that  a  foreign  author 
is  not  protected  against  a  publication  of  his  work  in  England.  Probably, 
those  dicta  were  intended  to  apply  only  to  cases  where  a  foreign  author 
has  published  his  work  abroad,  and  not  in  Ikigland.  In  Chappell  v. 
Purdat/j  14  M.  k  W.  808,  this  subject  is  fully  discussed,  and  although 
an  opinion  was  expressed  that  a  foreign  author  has  not  any  copyright  in 
England,  unless  he  publishes  his  work  here,  yet  it  was  decided,  that, 
when  he  publishes  here,  he  has  such  copyright,  unless  he  has  by  previous 
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*8831  P^^^^^^^^^  abroad,  made  the  work  *puhliei  jurUy  as  wag  gaM  in 
-'  Chuichard  v.  Marij  9  Law  J.,  Chane.  277.  There  are  two  cases, 
— D'Almaine  v.  BooBey^  1  T.  &  C.  280,  and  BenUey  r.  Fogter^  10  Simons, 
329, — in  which  it  has  been  expressly  held  that  a  foreigner  composing  a 
work  abroad,  and  first  publishing  it  in  England,  has  copyright  and  is 
protected.  And  in  Clementi  y.  Walker,  2  B.  &  0.  861, — ^where  it  was 
held,  Ithat,  after  a  publication  abroad,  no  copyright  was  acquired  by 
publication  here,  after  a  considerable  interval,  and  after  another  person 
had,  without  fraud,  and  in  the  regular  course  of  trade,  published  the 
same  work  in  this  country, — an  opinion  was  expressed  that  the  case 
would  have  been  different  had  the  publication  here  promptly  followed 
that  which  had  preceded  it  abroad,  and  been  the  first  publication  of  the 
work  in  this  country.  The  cases  of  Behndre  y.  ShaWy  2  Simons,  287, 
and  Page  y.  Tattneendy  5  Simons,  895,  which  were  cited  during  the 
argument,  are  not  authorities  the  other  way.  The  first  was  an  applica* 
tion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  imitating  certain 
labels  and  seals  made  and  printed  in  France;  and  it  was  refused,  on  the 
ground  that  Delondre  had  no  interest  in  them;  although  the  Vice 
Chancellor  of  England  added,  that  the  court  does  not  protect  the  copy- 
right of  a  foreigner.  If  this  dictum  was  intended  to  apply  to  foreign 
authors  who  have  not  published  in  this  country,  it  does  not  apply  to  the 
present  case.  If  it  was  intended  to  apply  to  the  case  of  a  foreign  author 
who  has  published  his  work  here,  the  same  learned  judge,  in  Bentley  y. 
Foeter,  where  the  point  was  raised,  expressed  a  deliberate  opinion  in 
opposition  to  that  which  he  had  before  thrown  out.  In  Page  y.  Taumsend, 
an  application  was  made  for  an  injunction  to  protect  the  supposed  copyright 
^8841  ^  ^^Gi*^^  engraYings  executed  and  published  abroad :  the  ^question 
-'  turned  on  the  meaning  of  certain  statutes  which  were  held 
to  have  been  passed  only  for  the  protection  of  prints  engrsYed, 
etched,  drawn,  or  designed  in  Great  Britain,  the  last  of  which,  17  G.  8, 
c  57,  is  in  exptess  terms  so  limited  in  its  operaljion. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  an  alien  may  acquire  personal  rights,  and 
maintain  personal  actions  in  respect  of  injuries  to  them.  He  cannot 
maintain  real  actions,  because  he  cannot  hold  land :  see  Pieani  y.  Laweim^ 
6  N.  0.  90,  8  Scott,  182. 

It  appears  to  us,  then,  upon  the  authorities,  as  well  as  upon  principle, 
that  an  alien  amy,  the  author  of  a  work  of  which  he  is  also  the  first 
publisher  in  England,  and  which  has  not  been  made  publiei  juris  by  a 
prcYious  publication  elsewhere,  has  a  copyright  in  that  work,  whether  it 
be  composed  in  this  country  or  abroad. 

The  second  question  argued  at  the  bar  is  scarcely  separable  from  the 
first,  viz.  whether  the  copyright  which  the  author,  or  his  assignee,  would 
otherwise  have  had  in  tUs  country,  was  defeated  by  the  contempora* 
neons  publication  abroad.  I£  it  be  correct  to  say  that  a  foreigner,  the 
author  of  a  work  oomposed  abroad,  and  published  by  him  in  this  oountry^ 
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u,  by  the  municipal  law  of  this  coixntry,  entitled  to  a  copyright  in  the 
work)  how  can  such  right  be  defeated  by  a  contemporaneous  publication 
abroad  ?  In  the  popular  sense  of  the  word,  each  would  be  the  first  pub- 
lication. Bat,  if  neither  could  be  so  called,  we  think  the  result  would 
be  the  same ;  for,  that,  in  order  to  defeat  the  claim  of  copyright,  a  prior 
publication  in  some  other  place,  or  by  some  other  party,  should  be 


The  third  question  raised,  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  had  proved  a 
good  derivative  title  under  the  original  ^author.  It  is  stated  in  i-^^q. 
the  case,  that,  by  the  law  of  Austria,  which  prevailed  where  ■- 
Labitzky,  the  author,  and  Hoffmann,  his  assignee,  were  respectively 
domiciled,  the  author  had  a  copyright,  and  that  such  copyright  might  be 
assigned  by  word  of  mouth ;  that  Labitzky  sold  and  assigned  his  copy- 
right to  Hoffmann ;  and  that  Hoffmann,  before  the  publication  of  the  work, 
sold  his  copyright  to  the  plaintiff.  But  it  is  also  stated  that  the  sale 
was  effected  by  a  letter  written  from  L^ipsic,  which  was  set  out  in  the 
case ;  and  some  discussion  took  place  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  that  letter 
to  effect  a  sale.  The  terms  of  it  are  ambiguous ;  and  it  certainly  has  as 
much  the  aspect  of  evidence  of  a  previous  sale,  as  of  an  instrument  by 
which  the  sale  was  effected.  But  the  parties  have  themselves  stated 
that  it  was  a  sale;  and  we  think  they  must  be  bound  by  the  statement. 
Now,  the  recent  statute,  5  &;  6  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  8,  has  enacted  that  the 
copyright  of  every  book  published  in  the  life-time  of  the  author,  shall 
enduf e  for  the  time  there  specified,  and  shall  be  the  property  of  such 
aiithor,  or  his  assigns;  and  the  2d  section  (the  interpretation  clause)  had 
before  provided,  that  ^Hhe  word  assigns  shall  be  construed  to  mean  and 
include  every  person  in  whom  the  interest  of  an  author  in  copyright 
shall  be  vested,  whether  derived  from  Buch  author  before  or  after  the 
publication  of  any  book,"  kc. 

There  being,  then,  a  sale  i^  this  case  valid  by  the  law  of  Austria, 
where  it  was  made,  the  interest  of  the  author  became  vested  in  the 
plaintiff  before  publication,  so  as  to  make  him  an  assignee  within 
the  meaning  of  the  8d  section,  and  he  therefore  had  a  good  derivative 
title. 

This  view  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  argu- 
ments that  were  offered  to  the  court,  on  the  supposition  that  the  plaintiff 
might  be  compelled  to  '''rely  on  the  assignment  by  deed,  executed  p^^^^n 
in  1845.  And,  as  we  think  that  a  foreign  author  publishing  his  ^ 
work  in  this  country,  before  anything  has  been  done,  either  here  or 
abroad,  to  prevent  the  acquisition  of  copyright,  has  a  copyright  pro- 
tected by  the  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  and  that  his  interest  may  be  assigned 
before  publication,  and,  in  this  instance,  was  well  assigned  to  the  plaintiff^ 
and  the  plaintiff's  publication  took  place  before  anything  had  happened 
to  prevent  his  becoming  entitled  to  protection,  our  judgment  must  be  in 
his  favour.  Postea  to  the  pbintiff. 
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VALPT  and  Others,  ABsignees  of  THOMAS  SUTTON,  a  Bankrupt, 
V.  SANDERS  and  Another.    Mat/  12. 

The  defendant!  bought  goods  at  the  shop  of  A.,  after  notice  that  A.  had  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  by  abaoonding,  and  claimed  to  aet  off  against  the  price  a  debt  due  to  them  from 
A.  A  fat  having  afterwards  issaed  against  A.,  his  assignees  sent  in  an  invoice,  and 
demanded  payment  for  the  goods  so  bought  by  the  defendants : — 

Hdd,  that  the  assignees  did  not  thereby  so  affirm  the  aale  as  to  disentitle  them  to  maintain 
troyer  for  the  goods,  upon  a  subsequent  demand  and  reiiisai. 

Trover,  by  the  plaintiffs,  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Thomas 
Sutton,  a  bankrupt^  for  goods,  charged  in  the  first  count  to  have  come  to 
the  defendants'  possession  before  the  bankruptcy,  and,  in  the  secondy 
after  the  bankruptcy  of  Sutton. 

Pleas,  not  guilty,  and  not  possessed. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Pattbson,  J.,  at  the  Coventry  summer 
assizes,  1846.    The  facts  were  as  follows : — 

♦AA71  ^Sutton,  the  bankrupt,  carried  on  the  business  of  a  draper  at 
-I  Atherstone,  in  the  county  of  Warwick.  On  the  23d  of  February, 
1846,  he  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  by  absconding  to  America. 
A  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  him  on  the  8d  of  March;  the 
adjudication  took  place  on  the  5th ;  and  on  the  24th  the  plaintiffs  were 
appointed  assignees. 

The  defendants  were  wine*merchant8,  carrying  on  business  in  partner- 
ship together  at  Atherstone.  At  the  time  of  his  absconding,  Sutton 
was  indebted  to  the  defendants  for  wine.  On  the  25th  and  27th  of 
February, — the  defendants  then  having  full  knowledge  that  Sutton  had 
absented  himself, — Mrs.  Sanders  went  to  the  shop,  where  the  business 
was  still  going  on  under  the  direction  of  the  present  plaintiffs,  and 
looked  out  goods  to  the  amount  of  5/.  6s.  5(2.  on  the  first  occasion,  and 
6Z.  4ts.  lid.  on  the  second.  The  first  parcel  Mrs.  Sanders  took  away 
with  her ;  the  second  was  sent  to  the  defendants'  house  on  the  28th. 
The  shopman  who  delivered  the  last-mentioned  goods  demanded  the 
money  for  them;  whereupon  Mrs.  Sanders  observed  that  she  did  not 
nnderstand  that  she  was  to  pay  for  the  goods,  and  desired  the  man  to 
call  again  in  an  hour.  When  he  called  again,  she  declined  either  to  pay 
the  money,  or  to  restore  the  goods. 

On  the  9th  of  April,  the  agent  of  the  assignees  sent  in  a  bill  of  parcels 
or  invoice  of  the  goods  purchased,  inclosed  in  a  letter,  addressed  to  the 
defendants,  as  follows : — 

"April  9th,  1846. 
"  In  re  Sutton,  a  bankrupt. 

Gentlemen, — I  am  directed  to  apply  to  you  for  the  sum  of  11/.  11«. 
4^.  for  goods  supplied  to  you  on  the  25th  and  2Tth  of  February  last, 
which  be  pleased  to  remit  to  me  without  loss  of  time." 
*8881       *^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  April,  the  following  letter  was  sent  to  the 
^  defendants  by  the  solicitor  of  the  assignees : — 
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"  Bugby,  April  28d,  1846. 

'^  Gentlemen, — I  am  directed  by  Mr.  Sutton's  assignees  to  apply  to 
you  for  tbe  payment  of  the  sum  of  IIZ.  llj.  lOd. :  and  you  will  be  so  good 
as  to  pay  the  same  to  me,  with  58,  for  this  letter,  by  Thursday  next,  as, 
in  case  of  non-payment,  I  have  positive  instructions  to  sue  you  for  the 
same." 

To  this  letter  the  defendants'  attorneys  sent  the  following  reply : — 

"  Atherstone,  April  28th,  1846. 

^'  Dear  Sir, — ^Messrs.  Sanders  k  Sanford  consulted  us  on  the  subject 
of  the  claim  made  against  them  by  the  assignees  of  T.  Sutton,  as 
appears  in  your  letter  to  them  of  the  23d  instant.  We  carefully  con- 
sidered all  the  circumstances,  and  advised  that  they  were  not  liable  to 
pay  that  claim,  but  were  legally  entitled  to  set  off  the  amount  of  their 
claim  on  the  bankrupt's  estate.  Since  that  time,  we  have  taken  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  J.  B.  on  the  matter ;  and  he  concurs  with  us :  and,  if  it 
be  determined  to  bring  an  action,  we  will  accept  service  of  the  writ,  and 
appear." 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that,  by  the  delivery 
of  the  bill  of  parcels  on  the  9th  of  April,  and  the  demand  of  pay- 
ment as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  bankrupt,  the  plaintiffs 
had  a£Srmed  the  sale,  and  could  not  afterwards  disaffirm  it,  and  bring 
trover. 

The  learned  judge, — ^the  jury  having  found  that  the  defendants  had 
notice  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Sutton  after  the  purchase  of  the  first  parcel 
of  goods,  and  before  the  purchase  of  the  last  parcel,^-directed  a  non- 
suit ;  holding  that,  the  assignees  having  treated  the  transaction  as  a 
*sale,  it  was  not  competent  to  them  afterwards  to  turn  round  and  p»r>QQ 
treat  it  as  a  tort.  But  he  reserved  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  '- 
to  enter  a  verdict  for  6Z«  4a.  lid.,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  action  was  maintainable. 

Sumfrejfj  in  Michaelmas  term,  1846,  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi. 
He  referred  to  Kt/tuutan  v.  Grouchy  14  M.  k  W.  266. 

Whitehurst  and  MelioTj  in  Hilary  term  last,  showed  cause.(a)  It 
appeared,  that,  although  the  bankrupt  absconded  on  Monday,  the  28d 
of  February,  the  shop  had,  by  the  plaintiffs'  direction,  been  kept  open  as 
usual  until  Saturday,  the  28th :  and  throughout,  until  the  demand  of  the 
14th  of  May,  the  assignees  have  treated  the  transaction  as  a  sale  by 
themselves.  [Maule,  J.  Is  that  defence  open  to  you  upon  these  plead- 
ings ?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  is,  under  not  possessed ;  which  means,  not 
possessed  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  conversion :  Pichard  v.  Sears^ 
6  Ad.  k  E.  469, 2  N.  &;  P.  488 ;  Cole  v.  The  Bank  of  England^  10  Ad. 
k  E.  487,  2  P.  &  D,  621.  [Wildb,  G.  J.  The  assignees  propose  to 
adopt  the  sale,  if  the  defendants  wiU  pay  for  the  goods.    They  refuse. 

(a)  The  jndgea  prosenC  at  the  argument  were,  Wildb,  C.  J.,  Maulb,  J.,  Cbbsswbll,  J., 
and  V.  WiLLuxs,  J. 
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Are  the  former  bound  by  their  offer  ?]  In  Brewer  v.  Sparrow^  7  B.  & 
G.  310, 1  M.  &  B.  2,  it  was  expressly  held,  that  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt having  once  affirmed  the  acts  of  a  person  who  wrongfully  sold  the 
property  of  the  bankrupt,  cannot  afterwards  treat  him  as  a  wrongdoer, 
and  maintain  trover.  Batlet,  J.,  there  says :  **  The  defendant  in  the 
first  instance  was  a  wrongdoer,  and  the  plaintiffs  might  have  treated  him 
as  sach ;  but  it  was  competent  to  them,  in  their  character  of  assignees, 
•fionn  ^^^^^'  ^  ^''^^  ^^  ^  *^  wrongdoer,  and  disaffirm  his  acts,  or  to 

J  affirm  his  acts,  and  treat  him  as  their  agent ;  and,  if  they  have 
once  affirmed  his  acts,  and  treated  him  as  their  agent,  they  cannot  after* 
wards  treat  him  as  a  wrongdoer ;  nor  oan  they  affirm  his  acts  in  part, 
and  avoid  them  as  to  the  rest.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintifb,  in 
their  character  of  assignees,  in  this  case,  have  affirmed  the  acts  done  by 
the  defendant  with  reference  to  the  disposition  of  the  goods  of  the  bank- 
rapt,  for,  they  have  accepted  from  him  the  balance  of  the  account. 
That  balance  consisted  of  a  sum  due  to  them,  after  giving  them  credit 
for  the  produce  of  all  the  bankrupt's  goods  sold  by  the  defendant.  By 
ffccepting  and  retaining  that  balance  without  objection,  after  they  had 
received  a  copy  of  the  account  kept  by  the  defendant,  they  adopted  his 
acts,  and  recognised  him  as  their  agent,  and,  having  so  done,  they  are 
not  at  liberty  to  treat  him  as  a  wrongdoer."  [Wildb,  C.  J.  That  was 
a  totally  different  case  :  there,  the  assignees  settled  the  account  and  took 
the  balanced]    The  mode  of  adoption  cannot  make  any  difference. 

Waddingtan  (with  whom  was  Sumfrey\  in  support  of  the  rule.  Surei 
T.  Gtoennapj  2  Stark.  N.  P.  G.  806,  is  identical  with  the  present  case. 
It  was  there  held  that  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  may  maintain  trover 
against  one  who  has  purchased  goods  from  the  bankrapt,  in  the  usual 
course  of  his  trade,  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  the  goods 
were  purchased  on  sale  or  return,  and  although  the  assignees  afterwards 
demanded  payment  from  the  defendants,  as  upon  a  sale  of  the  goods. 
The  affirmance  of  a  contract  by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  must  always 
be  understood  to  mean,  if  the  vendee  will  pay  for  the  goods.  Brewer  v. 
Sparrow  was  a  totally  different  case  from  the  present.  There,  the 
^^^^  -   assignees  *had  settled  the  account  with  the  defendant,  and  received 

J  the  balance :  and  Holroyd,  J.,  said :  ^^  I  think  the  plaintiffs 
adopted  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  by  accepting  the  balance  of  the 
account.  By  doing  so,  they,  at  all  events,  either  recognised  him  as  their 
agent  in  the  sale  of  the  bankrupt's  goods,  or  they  must  have  received 
the  amount  of  that  balance  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  wrongful  act  done 
by  the  defendant.  If  they  have  treated  him  as  their  agent,  they  cannot 
afterwards  treat  him  as  a  wrongdoer,  and  maintain  trover.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  they  accepted  the  balance  of  the  account  as  a  satisfaction 
for  the  wrongful  act,  the  acceptance  of  that  sum  is  an  answer  to  the 
action."  Here,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  there  was  a  complete  convert 
sion  on  the  28th  of  February :  and  nothing  has  been  done  since  to  waive 
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the  original  tort.  [Gresswbll,  J.  Conid  the  assignees,  under  die  cir^ 
enmstances,  affirm  the  sale  by  relation  ?  If  they  might,  it  is  difficult  to 
say  that  the  purchase  of  the  goods  was  a  conversion  at  the  time.]  How** 
ever  that  might  be,  it  is  clear  they  might  have  waived  the  tort.  But 
there  is  no  evidence  that  they  have  done  so ;  and  therefore  they  are 
entitled  to  a  verdict  for  the  6/.  4ts.  lid.  Our.  adv.  vult. 

WiLDB,  G.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court : 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the  plaintiiTs,  as  assignees  of 
T.  Sutton,  a  bankrupt,  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  value  of  certain 
goods  which  had  belonged  to  the  bankrupt,  and  which  had  been  sold  by 
the  bankrupt's  shopman  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  the 
bankrupt  having  absconded,  and  after  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
received  by  the  defendants. 

Subsequently  to  the  plaintiffs'  appointment  as  assignees,  their  agent 
sent  a  bill  of  parcels  to  the  'defendants,  as  for  goods  sold  by  the  r^ogo 
bankrupt  to  the  defendants ;  and  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  demanded  '' 
payment  of  the  amount  of  such  bill  of  parcels.  The  defendants  refused 
to  pay  for  the  goods ;  whereupon  the  plaintiffs  demanded  the  goods,  and, 
upon  the  defendants'  refusal  to  deliver  them,  the  present  action  of  trover 
was  brought. 

Upon  the  trial,  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that, 
by  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  parcels,  and  demand  of  payment  as  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  bankrupt,  the  plaintiffs  had  affirmed  the 
sale,  and  could  not  afterwards  disaffinn  it,  and  maintain  trover:  and 
upon  this  objection  the  plaintiffs  were  nonsuited, — ^leave  being  given  to 
them  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  in  their  favour  for  the  amount  demanded, 
if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover. 

It  appears,  by  the  judge's  report  of  the  evidence,  that  the  sale  was 
made  by  the  bankrupt's  servant,  after  his  absconding,  and  altogether 
without  authority,  and  after  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  is, 
therefore,  clear,  that  the  defendant,  by  receiving  the  goods  under  such 
unauthorised  sale,  was  guQty  of  a  conversion  as  against  the  assignees  of 
the  bankrupt.  There  was  no  eridence  to  show  that  the  plaintiffs,  or 
their  agents,  had  any  notice  that  the  bankrupt  was  indebted  to  the 
defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  parcels,  or  at  the 
time  the  demand  was  made  for  payment:  and  it  was  proved,  that,  before 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  the  shopman  who  sold  diem  informed  the 
defendants  that  the  goods  must  be  paid  for  to  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiffs  obtained  the  present  rule  nisi 
to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  them.  And,  upon 
the  argument  of  the  rule,  the  principal  point  discussed^  was,  whether  the 
plaintiffs  had,  by  the  acts  before  mentioned,  affirmed  the  sale  by 
'''the  shopman  as  a  sale  by  their  agent,  and  so  precluded  them-  r^ggo 
selves  from  maintaining  an  action  of  trover.    The  court  is  of  '^ 
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opinion  that  such  was  not  the  effect  of  those  acts ;  and  that  die  utmost 
effect  to  be  given  to  them,  is,  that  they  amounted  only  to  a  qualified 
offer  to  adopt  such  sale,  that  is,  if  the  defendant  would  pay  for  the  goods ; 
and  that,  when  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  for  them,  it  was  competent 
to  the  plaintiffs  to  repudiate  the  sale  altogether,  and  bring  the  present 
action. 

In  the  case  of  Brewer  v.  SparraWj  7  B.  &  C.  810,  assignees  were  held 
to  have  adopted  the  dealings  of  the  defendant  with  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  which  had  taken  place  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  with 
notice,  by  adjusting  an  account  of  receipts  and  payments  in  respect  of 
such  dealings,  and  by  receiving  the  balance  due  upon  the  result  of  such 
an  account, — treating  all  the  transactions  as  valid.  But,  in  the  case  of 
Morris  v.  Robinsanj  8  B.  &;  C.  196,  5  D.  &  R.  84,  where  a  quantity  of 
indigo  had  been  shipped  at  Calcutta,  on  freight,  and  had  been  impro- 
perly sold  under  the  order  of  a  court  of  Vice- Admiralty  at  the  Mauri- 
tius, and  the  proceeds  paid  into  court, — ^the  owner  of  the  indigo  was  held 
entitled  to  maintain  trover  against  the  defendants,  who  had  purchased 
and  received  thirty-two  chests  of  the  indigo  so  sold,  notwithstanding  the 
plaintiff's  agent,  under  a  power  of  attorney  executed  by  the  plaintiff, 
had  made  an  unsuccessful  application  to  the  Vice-Admiralty  court  to 
obtain  the  proceeds  paid  into  court  of  certain  other  of  the  chests  of 
indigo  sold  under  the  same  circumstances  as  those  purchased  by  the 
defendants.  And  in  Bum  v.  Morrisj  4  Tyrwh.  485,  where  trover  was 
brought  for  a  207.  bank-note,  which  the  plaintiff  had  lost,  and  which  the 
defendant  had  received  from  a  woman  who  had  found  it,  and  exchanged 
•Mdl  ^^  ^^  ^^^  Bank,  ^notwithstanding  the  plaintiff  had  received  from 
•^  the  woman  who  so  found  it  the  sum  of  7/.,  being  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds which  had  been  obtained  by  the  defendant  by  the  exchange  of  the 
note  at  the  Bank, — ^the  7/.  being  allowed  only  in  reduction  of  damages : 
and,  upon  Brewer  y.  Sparrow  being  cited,  the  court  said  that  case  was 
distinguishable  by  the  fact  that  the  assignees  had  there  received  a  sum 
as  the  whole  balance  due  to  them  upon  the  footing  of  the  account. 
Again,  in  the  case  of  Surst  v.  Gwennapy  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  806,  goods 
had  been  delivered  by  a  bankrupt  to  the  defendant,  upon  sale  or  return, 
after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  without  notice :  the  assignees,  after  their 
appointment,  required  the  defendant  to  say  whether  he  would  keep  the 
goods  or  not:  the  defendant  elected  to  keep  them;  whereupon  the 
assignees  delivered  a  bill  of  parcels,  as  upon  a  sale  by  the  bankrupt  to 
the  defendant,  and  demanded  payment  of  the  amount:  the  defendant 
refused  to  pay,  claiming  a  set-off,  as  in  the  present  case ;  whereupon  the 
assignees,  without  further  demand,  brought  trover,  and  were  held  enti- 
tled to  recover:  and  the  court  confirmed  the  ruling  of  Lord  Ellbnbo- 
BOUGH  at  nisi  prius. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs,  by  demanding  pay- 
ment for  the  goods,  as  upon  a  sale  by  the  bankrupt, — ^which  demand 
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was  not  aoqnieeced  in  by  the  defendants, — did  not  preclade  themselves 
from  maintaining  trover  upon  the  defendants'  refusal  to  paj  according 
to  such  demand.  The  plaintiffs  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  make  the  rule 
absolute  for  entering  the  verdict  for  them  for  the  value  of  the  goods  so 
received  by  the  defendants  under  the  circumstances  before  stated. 

Rule  absolute. 
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A  fiM!tor  to  whom  goods  have  been  conngned  generally  for  sale,  and  who  has  subsequently 
made  advances  to  his  principal  on  the  credit  of  the  goods,  has  no  right  to  sell  them  contrary 
to  the  orders  of  his  principal,  on  the  latter  neglecting,  on  request,  to  repay  the  advances, 
— although  such  sale  would  be  a  sound  exercise  of  discretion  on  his  part ;  his  authority  to 
sell  not  becoming,  by  reason  of  the  unpaid  advances,  irrevocable,  as  an  authority  coupled 
with  an  intereit. 

Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  de- 
fendantSy  before,  &;c.,  were,  and  still  are,  corn-factors,  and  carried  on, 
and  continue  to  carry  on,  the  trade  and  business  of  a  corn-factor,  a* 
Liverpool:  that,  on,  &;c.,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  thr 
special  instance  and  request  of  the  defendants,  had  consigned  and  deli 
vered  to  the  defendants,  to  wit,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  a  cargo  ol 
wheat,  for  and  on  account  of  the  plaintiffis,  to  wit,  for  certain  reasonabk 
commission  and  reward  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  in 
that  behalf,  they,  the  defendants,  undertook,  and  then  faithfully  pro- 
mised the  plaint^s,  to  obey  and  observe  the  lawful  orders  and  directions 
of  the  plaintiffs,  to  be  given  by  them  to  the  defendants,  in  regard  to 
the  sale  and  disposal  of  the  said  wheat  by  the  defendants  for  the  plain- 
tiffs: Averment,  that,  although  the  defendants,  as  such  factors,  then 
had  and  received  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  for  the  purpose  and  upon  the 
terms  aforesaid,  and  although  the  defendants  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  fcc, 
sold  and  disposed  of  a  certain  small  quantity,  to  wit,  twenty  bushels, 
parcel  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat ;  and  although  afterwards,  to  wit,  on, 
&c.,  the  defendants  sold  and  disposed  of  another  quantity,  to  wit,  six 
hundred  bushels,  then  being  other  parcel  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  at  and 
for  a  certain  price,  to  wit,  at  the  rate  or  price  of  6«.  4i.  for  each  and  every 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  bushels  of  wheat ;  and  although,  afterwards, 
and  after  such  last-mentioned  sale,  and  whilst  the  residue  of  the  said 
cargo  of  wheat  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  ^defendants,  as  r^ogg 
such  factors,  unsold,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiffs  ordered  and  ^ 
directed  the  defendants,  to  wit,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  not  to  seU 
any  more  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  under  7«.  per  bushel,  and  then 
only  to  the  extent  of  a  small  portion  thereof,  to  wit,  to  the  extent  of 
1600  to  2400  bushels ;  and  although  the  same  order  and  direction  was 
then  a  lawful  order  and  direction  in  that  behalf,  and  the  defendants 
then,  and  long  before  any  of  the  sales  thereinafter  mentioned,  had  due 
notice  of  such  order  and  direction,  and  could  and  might  and  ought  to 
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hare  obeyed  and  observed  such  order  and  direction ;  yet  the  defendanta, 
not  regarding  ^tbeir  said  promise  and  undertaking,  bat  contriving  and 
intending,  &c.y  did  not  obey  or  observe  the  said  order  and  direction  of 
the  plaintiffs,  so  given  by  them  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the  said 
residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  as  aforeraid,  but  |then  wholly  ne- 
glected and  refused  so  to  do,  and  wrongfully  and  injuriously  sold  and 
disposed  of  the  whole  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  at 
and  after  the  rate  of  much  less  than  7«.  for  each  and  every  bushel 
thereof,  that  is  to  say,  ke.  (alleging  various  sales  for  lesser  prices),  and 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  defendants  wrongfully  and  ii\jurioualy 
sold  and  disposed  of  divers,  to  wit,  5375  bushels,  being  the  remainder 
of  such  residue,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  6«.  for  each  and  every  bushel 
thereof,  contrary  to  the  said  order  and  directbn  of  the  pUdntiffii  so  by 
them  in  that  behalf  given  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid,  and  contrary 
to  the  duty  of  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  in  that  behalf: 
and  that,  although,  after  the  giving  of  the  order  and  direction  aforesaid, 
and  after  the  violation  thereof  by  the  defendants,  and  whilst  the  re- 
mainder thereinbefore  lastly  specified  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said 
cargo  of  wheat,  to  wit,  the  said  quantity  of  5375  bushels  thereof, 
*M*n  ^^^'^^  ^  ^^  httnds  of  the  defendants,  as  such  factors,  ^unsold, 
^  to  wit)  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiffii  ordered  and  directed  the  defendants, 
to  wit,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  not  to  sell  the  said  remainder  of  the 
said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  wit, 
without  further  directions  from  the  plaintiffs  in  that  behalf;  and  that, 
although  the  last-mentioned  order  and  direction  was  then  a  lawful  order 
and  direction  in  that  behaU^  and  the  defendants  then,  and  long  brforo 
tiie  sale  thereinafter  mentioned,  had  due  notice  of  such  last-mentioned 
order  and  direction,' and  could  and  might  and  ought  to  have  obeyed  and 
observed  the  same,  yet  the  defendants,  further  disregarding  their  said 
promise,  &c.,  wrongfully  and  injuriously  sold  and  disposed  of  the  said 
remainder  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo,  without  any  further 
directions  from  the  plaintiffs  in  that  behalf,  contrary  to  the  last-men- 
tioned order  and  direction  of  the  plaintiffs,  &c. ;  and  that,  by  reason  of 
the  several  premises,  the  plaintiflb  had  sustained  great  loss,  ke. 

The  second  count,  which  was  similar  in  form,  related  to  another  cargo 
of  wheat. 

The  defendants  pleaded  several  pleas,  upon  special  demurrer  to  the 
third  and  fourth  of  which,  to  ihe  first  count,  and  the  eighth  and  ninth, 
to  the  second  count,  the  pLuntiSs  obtained  judgment  in  Trinity  vacation, 
1846,(a) 

Having  subsequentiy  obtained  leaye  to  plead  two  additional  plea8,(i) 
the  defendants  pleaded  as  follows : — 

Thirteenth, — ^to  the  first  count, — ^that,  after  the  said  cargo  of  wheat 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  had  been  so  consigned  to  the  defendanfes 

(a)  3  Mu.  Gr.  &  8.  380.  (»)  3  llfan.  Or.  It  8.  40U 
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as  each  factors  as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  before  the  com- 
mitting  by  the  defendants  of  any  of  the  said  alleged  breaches  of  promise 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1842, 
the  defendants,  as  '^'such  factors  as  aforesaid,  became  and  were  r-^Aq^ 
under  advances  to  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  said  consign-  ^ 
ment  of  the  said  cargo  (xF  wheat  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  a 
large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  30002.,  and  which  said  sum  so 
advanced  by  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  to  the  plaintiffs, 
was  then  due  and  payable  by  the  plaintifis  to  the  defendants,  and  which 
said  advances  the  defendants  had  come  under  by  reason  of  the  defend- 
ants' having, — after  the  making  of  the  promise  in  the  first  count  men- 
tioned, and  whilst  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  had 
authority  from  the  plaintiffs  to  sell  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  first 
count  mentioned  at  such  times  and  for  such  prices  as  they,  the  defend- 
ants, in  exercise  of  their  discretion  as  such  factors,  thought  it  best  for 
the  plaintiflb  that  the  cargo  should  be  sold,  and  before  the  giving  of  any 
of  die  orders  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
defendants,  to  wit,  on  the  12th  of  July,  1842, — accepted  divers  bills  of 
exchange  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  at  their  request,  against  and  on  the  secu- 
rity of  the  said  car^o  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned :  that  thereupon, 
afterwards,  and  before  the  committing  by  the  defendants  of  any  of  the 
paid  alleged  breaches  of  promise  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  of  November,  1842,  they,  the  defendants,  gave  notice  to 
the  plaintiffs  that  they,  the  defendants,  required  the  siud  sum  of  money 
so  advanced  by  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  in  respect 
of  the  said  consignment  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  said  first  count 
inentioned,  to  be  repaid  to  them,  the  defendants,  by  the  plaintiffs ;  and 
that,  if  the  plaintiffs  did  not  repay  to  them,  the  defendants,  the  said 
sum  of  money,  they,  the  defendants,  would  sell  the  whole  of  the  residue 
of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  siud  first  count  mentioned,  and,  out  of 
the  money  to  be  produced  by  such  sale,  would  repay  ^themselves  r«Qqq 
the  said  sum  of  money  so  advanced  by  the  defenduits  as  in  that  '- 
plea  aforesaid :  that,  although  after  they,  the  defendants,  had  given  the 
plaintiffs  the  said  notice  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  before  the  com- 
mitting by  the  defendants  of  any  of  the  said  alleged  breaches  of  promise 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  a  reasonable  time  for  the  plaintiffs  to 
have  repaid  to  the  defendants  the  said  sum  of  money  so  advanced  by  the 
defendants,  had  elapsed, — ^yet  the  plaintiffs  did  not,  nor  would,  repay  to 
the  defendants  the  said  sum  of  money,  or  any  part  thereof,  but  wholly 
neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  and  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  money, 
at  the  time  of  the  committing  by  the  defendants  of  the  said  several 
alleged  breaches  of  promise  in  the  first  count  mentioned*  remained  due 
and  unpaid  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants :  that,  at  the  time  when 
the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  the  said  notice  in  this  plea  mentioned, 
and  from  thence  continually  until  and  at  ike  several  times  when  the 
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delendaDtB  so  sold  the  sud  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wbeat  as  in  the 
said  first  count  mentioned,  the  defendants  helieved  it  to  be,  and  it  was, 
for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  plaintiffs  that  the  said  residue  of 
the  said  cargo  of  wheat  should  be  sold,  and  that  the  sales  of  the  said 
residue  were  beneficial  and  advantageous  sales  for  the  plaintifis,  and 
were  made  by  them,  the  defendants,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion, as  such  factors  for  sale  as  aforesaid,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  as,  and  at  such  times,  and  for  such  prices,  as  they,  the  defendants, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  thought 
it  best  for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat 
should  be  sold ;  wherefore  the  defendants,  at  the  several  times  when,  &c., 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  as  well  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff^ 
^Q^^-  as  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  and  repaying  to  them,  the  *de- 

J  fendants,  the  said  sum  of  money  so  advanced  by  the  defendants 
as  in  that  plea  aforesaid,  and  in  the  exercise  of  such  sound  discretion 
as  aforesaid,  sold  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  said 
first  count  mentioned,  at  the  said  price  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
the  same  being  the  best  price  which  could  be  then  obtained  for  the  said 
residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat,  and  with  the  moneys  produced  by  the 
said  last-mentioned  sales,  being  a  less  amount  than  the  amount  of  the 
said  advances,  did  then  repay  and  reimburse  to  them,  the  defendants, 
so  much  of  the  said  sum  so  advanced  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs 
as  aforesaid,  as  the  said  moneys  so  advanced  as  aforesaid  were  sufficient 
to  repay  and  reimburse,  as  they  lawfully  might,  &;c., — ^verification. 

Fourteenth, — to  the  first  count, — that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
giving  the  after-mentioned  notice  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiffs  as 
in  the  first  coimt  mentioned,  the  plaintifiis  were  indebted  to  the  defendants 
in  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  80002.,  for  advances  before 
then  made  by  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  to  the 
plaintiffs,  in  respect  of  and  against  consignments  of  goods  before  then 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  for 
the  purpose  of  such  goods  being  sold  and  disposed  of  by  the  defendants, 
as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  for  the  plaintiffs ;  and,  by  reason  of  the 
plaintiffs'  being  so  indebted  to  the  defendants,  the  defendants,  as  such 
factors,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  giving  the  notice  thereinafter 
mentioned,  &c.,  had  a  lien  upon  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of 
wheat,  and  upon  the  proceeds  of  the  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat, 
after  the  same  was  sold,  for  the  said  sum  of  money  so  due  and  owing 
from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants,  and  had  a  right  to  have  the  said 
last-mentioned  sum  of  money  paid  and  satisfied  to  them,  the  defendants,  out 
•Q01 1  *^^  ^^^  ®*^^  proceeds  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat :  and  thereupon 

-I  they,  the  defendants,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  become,  and  whilst  they 
were,  so  indebted  to  the  defendants,  and  before  the  said  alleged  breaches 
of  promise  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of 
November,  1842,  gave  notice,  &c.,  (as  in  the  thirteenth  plea):  The  plea 
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xaen  proceeded,  in  similar  terms,  to  allege,  tbat  a  reasonable  time  for 
paying  the  money  had  elapsed;  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not  paid ;  that 
the  defendants  believed  it  to  be,  and  it  was,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiffs to  sell  the  residue  of  the  cargo ;  that  the  sales  in  the  first  count 
mentioned  were  advantageous  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  the  defendants, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  as  factors  for  sale,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  as  for  reimbursing  themselves,  sold  for  the  price 
in  the  first  count  mentioned,  the  same  being  the  best  that  could  be 
obtained,  and  paid  themselves  as  much  of  the  sum  due  from  the  plain- 
tiffs as  the  produce  would  satisfy, — verification. 

The  fifteenth  and  sixteenth  pleas  were  addressed  to  the  second  count, 
and  were  similar  in  form  to  the  thirteenth  and  fourteenth  respectively. 

Special  demurrers,  and  joinders, — the  main  question  being,  whether  a 
factor  w.ho  has  made  advances  on  account  of  his  principal,  has  a  right 
to  sell  the  goods  in  his  hands,  contrary  to  the  orders  of  his  principal, 
on  the  principal's  making  default  in  repaying  those  advances. 

Ohannell,  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  Taprell\  in  support  of  the  demur- 
rers. The  added  pleas  are  the  same  as  those  that  were  before  the  court 
upon  the  former  occasion,  with  the  exception  of  an  averment,  that,  *^  at 
the  time  when  the  defendants  gave  the  plaintiffs  the  said  notice  in  the 
plea  mentioned,  and  from  thence  ^continually  until  and  at  the  r^cOQo 
several  times  when  the  defendants  so  sold  the  said  residue  of  the  ^ 
said  cargo  of  wheat  as  in  the  count  mentioned,  the  defendants  believed 
it  to  be,  and  it  was,  for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  plaintiffs  that 
the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  should  be  sold ;  and  that  the 
sales  of  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  in  the  count  men- 
tioned, were  beneficial  and  advantageous  sales  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  were 
made  by  them,  the  defendants,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  as 
such  factors  for  sale  as  aforesaid,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  at 
fiuch  times  and  for  such  prices  as  they  the  defendants,  in  the  exercise  of 
a  sound  discretion  as  such  factors  as  aforesaid,  thought  it  best  for  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  said  residue  of  the  said  cargo  of  wheat  should  be 
sold."  None  of  the  authorities  that  were  cited  on  the  former  occasion 
support  the  added  pleas.  Story,  in  §  308  of  his  treatise  on  Bailments, 
is  evidently  speaking  of  such  a  pledge  as  was  the  subject  of  discussion 
in  Pothanier  v.  DawsoUy  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  383,  [Wildb,  C.  J.  A  mere 
dead  pledge.]  He  puts  it  upon  the  footing  of  a  contract  by  implication. 
But  the  same  learned  author,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Agency, 
page  330,  §371,  in  dealing  with  the  question  as  to  how  a  lien  may  be 
enforced  and  taken  advantage  of,  says:  ^^In  respect  to  the  rights 
conferred  upon  a  party  by  a  lien,  it  may  be  stated  that  they  are  gene- 
rally of  a  very  limited  nature.  As  a  lien  is,  ordinarily,  nothing  more 
than  a  right  of  retainer  of  the  property,  the  party  cannot  sell  or  dispose 
of  the  property  in  order  to  satisfy  his  lien,  unless  with  the  consent 
of  the  owner,  either  express,  or  implied  from  the  nature  and  objects  of 
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the  very  transaction.  Thus,  for  example,  if  goods  are  consigned  to  a 
factor  for  sale,  and  he  makes  advances  upon  them,  he  is,  of  coarse, 
•QO<n  *^^^®^^®^  ^^^  ^  ^g^*  *^  ^^^"^  them,  and  may,  out  of  the  proceeds, 
J  satisfy  his  lien,  or  use  it  by  way  of  set-off.  (a)  Nay,  in  certain 
cases,  where  he  has  made  advances  as  a  factor,  it  would  seem  to  be  clear  that 
he  may  sell  to  repay  those  advances,  without  the  assent  of  the  owner 
{invito  dominoj)  if  the  latter,  after  due  notice  of  the  intention  to  sell  for  the 
advances,  does  not  repay  him  the  amount.  (5)  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The  pa8- 
sage  is  somewhat  equivocal.]  The  question  is,  whether  it  applies  to  a  case 
where  the  factor  receives  the  goods  under  a  contract  to  obey  the  lawful 
orders  of  his  principal.  [V.  Williams,  J.  The  real  question  is,  whether, 
where  a  factor  who  receives  goods  for  sale  as  factor,  makes  advances 
upon  the  security  of  the  goods,  the  power  of  sale  becomes  irrevocable. 
WiLDB,  C.  J.  The  "lawful  orders"  must  have  reference  to  the 'delivery 
of  the  goods  to  the  party  as  a  factor  for  sale.]  The  defendants  might 
have  traversed  the  receipt  of  the  goods  under  the  contract  alleged,  or 
that  the  orders  were  lawful  orders.  Suppose  that  the  contract  had  been 
that  the  defendants  should  not  sell  below  a  certain  stipulated  price, 
and  they  subsequently  came  under  advances ; — the  defendants  clearly 
would  have  a  lien :  but,  if  they  acquired  a  right  to  sell,  at  all  events, 
it  must  be  by  virtue  of  a  new  and  substituted  contract.  [Maulb,  J. 
That  would  not  be  non  assumpsit;  therefore,  you  cannot  object 
to  the  plea  on  that  ground.  Wildb,  C.  J.  The  plea  does  not 
♦Qnn  *^^^®^*  ^f  *  denial  of  the  contract  declared  on.  Maule,  J.  The 
•^  fault  of  the  plea  seems  to  be,  that  it  goes  too  far;  it  shows  that, 
before  the  breach,  the  original  contract  was  put  an  end  to.  Wilds, 
C.  J.  It  certainly  is  not  consistent  with  justice,  that  the  principal 
should  recall  his  orders  after  the  factor  has  come  under  advances  for 
him.  Maulb,  J.  It  may  be  that  the  obtaining  of  advances  would  ope- 
rate as  a  license  to  the  factors  here,  to  do  that  which  under  their  former 
agreement  they  could  not  do, — still  leaving  the  agreement  subsisting. 
Might  not  this  plea  be  sustained  as  a  plea  of  leave  and  license  T]  We 
could  not  traverse  the  discretion.  [Maulb,  J.  Why  not  reply  de 
injurid  ?] 

Or(mipt<m^  (with  whom  was  Byles^  Serjt.,)  contri.  The  pleas  in  ques- 
tion are  good  in  substance  and  in  form.  The  declaration  is  founded 
upon  an  executed  consideration:  the  promise,  therefore,  must  be  the 
promise  in  law  arising  from  that  consideration:  Brown  v.  Crumps  6 
Taunt.  800, 1  Marsh.  667 ;  Hopkins  v.  Logan,  5  M.  A;  W.  241,  7  Dowl. 

(a)  Citing  3  Chitty  on  Comm.  and  Manuf.  551 ;  Pofiimter  ▼.  Dawim,  Holt's  N.  P.  C.  883; 
Zoit  T.  Millattden^  16  Martin,  R.  471,  Montague  on  Lien,  part  I.  ch.  3,  p.  23,  24 ;  2  Livenn. 
on  Agency,  103,  104 ;  2  Kent.  Comm.  Lect.  p.  641,  3d  edit. 

(ft)  To  this  the  learned  author  adds  in  a  note, — "  This  point  has  been  expressly  decided  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Massachnaetts,  at  the  March  term,  1839,  at  Bostott,  in  the  case  of  Parktr 
V.  Brancher,  2  Law  Reporter,  p.  46,  for  June,  1839:"  and  he  refers  to  some  of  the.Mtboritie8 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  note,  and  also  to  Siu  ▼.  Auitm,  17  Mass.  R.  197. 
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P.  0.  869;  Granger  r.  CWTum,  6  M.  &  W.  468;  Jaekmm  r.  OMin,S 
IL  k  W.  790, 1  Dowl.  N.  S.  96;  Bosearta  r.  Thomagj  8  Q.  B.  284,  2 
Gale  k  D.  508.  [Y.  Wiluaks,  J.  The  principle  laid  down  in  those 
CMee  is  somewhat  nurrowed  bj  the  case  of  Kc^e  v.  DuUan,  7  M« 
k  W.  807,  8  Scott,  N.  R.  495.]  This  is  not  an  action  upon  the  case; 
it  is  an  action  founded  upon  the  defncidants'  dnty  as  factors.  The 
fibcts  here  pleaded,  sa  matter  of  law,  afford  a  defence.  Bj  the 
law  of  England,  as  well  as  of  all  other  oommennal  countries,  a 
fieustor  to  whom  goods  are  consigned  for  sale,  has  a  right  to  seH 
this  goods  in  order  to  reimburse  himself  for  advances  made  to  his 
*prin<npal,  provided  the  sale  be  made  in  the  exercise  <^  a  sound  r»AAc 
discretioii,  and  is  beneficial  to  the  consign(»r :  in  other  words,  that  ^ 
the  power  of  sale  is  irrerocable,  where  the  factor  has  made  advances 
«pon  the  credit  of  the  goods.  It  is  part  of  the  law-merchant,  which^ 
like  the  n^otiability  of  bilk  of  exchange,  or  the  general  lien  of  bankers^ 
is  to  be  judicially  noticed :  Brcmdao  v.  Bamett;  12  Clark  &;  Finn.  78T, 
8  Man.  6r.  k  S.  519;  notes  to  Wiggluwarth  v.  IhRwrn,  1  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  806,  807.  If  this  were  not  so,  factors  would  be  very 
nnlikely  to  make  advances.  In  Maclean  v.  Bunn^  4  Bingh.  722,  1  H. 
k  P.  761,  BisST,  C.  J.,  points  out  the  mischief  that  would  arise,  if  the 
right  of  sale  did  not  exist.  ^^It  is  admitted,"  he  says,  ^*  that  perishable 
articles  may  be  resold.  It  is  difficult  to  say  what  may  be  esteemed 
perishable  articles,  and  what  not ;  but,  if  articles  are  not  perishable, 
price  is,  and  may  alter  in  a  few  days,  or  a  few  hours."(a)  And  there  is 
no  case  in  the  books  that  is  adverse  to  the  position  now  contended  for. 
In  Baitigh  v.  AtMrmony  6  M.  &  W.  670, — ^which  was  cited  on  the  former 
argument, — ^the  goods  were  received  with  special  directions  not  to  seH 
them  at  less  than  invoice  prices,  until  the  consignee  had  rendered  aa 
account  to  the  consignors,  and  they  had  been  enabled  to  judge,  and  had 
determined,  and  had  given  the  consignee  notice,  whether  they  would 
redeem  the  goods  without  sale  or  not.  Here,  the  consignment  was 
general.  ^^  Lawful  orders"  means  only  such  orders  as  might  lawfully 
be  given  and  acted  upon.  In  Qrdham  v.  By^ter,  6  M.  &;  S.  1,  the 
plaintiffs,  having  a  consignment  of  *goods  coming  from  abroad,  r^oAg 
transmitted  the  bill  of  lading, — ^whieh  was,  to  deliver  to  their  ^ 
order, — ^to  B.  &;  Co.,  their  brokers  in  London,  instructing  them  to  sell, 
and,  on  the  arrival  of  the  consignment,  drew  on  B.  k  Co.,  as  on  former 
occasions,  in  anticipation  of  the  proceeds,  authorising  B.  k  Co.  to  deal 
with  the  consignment  at  their  discretion,  which  bills  B.  k  Co.  accepted, 
and  placed  the  consignment  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  their  factor, 
for  sale,  not  disclosing  to  him  that  it  was  not  thcar  property,  and  dreir 
on  him  on  account,  which  bill  he  accepted  and  paid,  and  sold  the  goods» 

(a)  His  lorddup  wm  deftling  with  the  question  whether  s  resale  of  goods  by  the  Teodor,  oa 
purchaser's  refasal  to  accept  them,  amounted  to  a  rescission  of  the  original  contract  of  salt » 
so  as  to  preclude  the  tbnner  from  reoorering  damages  for  the  breach  of  such  contract. 
VOL.  v.— 71 
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and  rendered  Ids  account,  including  the  sale  therein,  to  B.  &  Co.,  wbo^ 
before  their  acceptances  became  dne,  failed,  and  the  same  were  dis- 
hononred:  and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiffii  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
proceeds  of  sach  sale  from  the  defendant.  Batlkt,  J.,  remarking  upon 
Shipley  v.  Kymer^  1  M.  &  S.  484,  there  says :  "  The  case  of  SkipUy  v. 
Kymer  is  nearly,  in  all  respects,  like  this,  except  that  this  has  been 
treated  as  a  case  of  implied  authority.  But  the  fact  that  the  plaintiffs 
drew  bills  against  this  consignment,  and  had  also  drawn  in  like  manner 
against  other  consignments,  makes  no  difference  with  respect  to  raising 
an  implied  authority ;  it  is  every  day's  practice  between  factor  and 
principal  so  to  do ;  and  the  only  difference  which  this  practice  makes,  is, 
that  it  conveys  to  the  factor  a  right  to  reimburse  himself;  but  it  is 
unnecessary  for  this  purpose  that  he  should  be  enabled  to  pledge ;  he 
may  sell  on  credit,  and  discount  the  bills ;  and,  if  he  fears  that  these 
means  will  not  insure  his  reimbursement,  he  must  stipulate,  if  he  will  have 
it,  for  authority  to  pledge."  [Maulb  and  Y.  Williams,  JJ.  That  does 
not  extend  the  right  to  sell.  Wildb,  0.  J.  I  rather  think  it  means  a  right 
to  sell  adversely.]  Unless  it  means  that  it  means  nothing.  In  Warner  v. 
^c^Mj^  *M'Kay^  1  M.  A;  W.  591,  Parks,  B.,  intimated  an  opinion  that 
^  the  factor  might  sell,  to  reimburse  himself  for  advances :  but  the 
point  was  not  in  judgment.  The  American  authorities  upon  the  subject, 
however,  are  entitled  to  great  weight ;  and  particularly  the  judgment  of 
Dr.  Story,  in  Brwm  v.  M'&ran^  14  Peters'  Rep.  479.  That  was  an 
action  instituted  against  the  consignees  of  two  hundred  bales  of  cotton, 
shipped  by  the  direction  of  the  owner  to  Liverpool,  on  which  the  owner 
had  received  an  advance  by  an  acceptance  of  his  bills  on  New  York, 
which  acceptance  was  paid  out  by  bills  drawn  on  the  consignees  of  the 
cotton  in  Liverpool.  Some  time  after  the  shipment  of  the  cotton,  the 
owner  wrote  to  the  consignees  in  Liverpool;  expressing  his  ^'wishes" 
that  the  cotton  should  not  be  sold  until  they  should  hear  further  from 
him.  In  answer  to  this  letter,  the  consignees  wrote,  ^^Your  wishes 
in  respect  to  the  cotton  are  noted  accordingly."  No  other  provision 
than  from  the  sale  of  the  cotton  for  the  payment  of  the  advance,  was 
made  by  the  consignor,  when  the  same  was  shipped ;  and  no  instructions 
for  its  reservation  from  sale  were  given  when  the  shipment  was  made. 
Immediately  after  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  drawn  against  the  cotton, 
on  the  consignees  in  Liverpool,  they  sold  the  same  for  a  profit  of  about 
10  per  cent,  on  the  shipment.  Cotton  rose  in  price  in  Liverpool  to  more 
than  50  per  cent,  profit  on  the  invoice,  between  the  acceptance  of  the  bill 
of  exchange,  and  the  arrival  of  the  same  at  maturity.  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  difference  between  the  actual  sales,  and  the  sum 
the  same  would  have  brought  had  it  been  sold  at  the  subsequent  high 
prices  at  Liverpool.  The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
below,  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  the  case   came   before   the 
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jSnpreme  Court  upon  a  bill  of  exceptioiui;  and  tlie  ^judgment  of  p^^q/vo 
that  court  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Stort.     "  The  counsel  L      " 
for  the  defendants/'  says  that  learned  judge,  ^^  asked  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury, — ^first,  that  the  advance  by  the  house  of  Srown,  in 
New  York,  was,  in  effect,  an  advMice  by  the  house  in  Liverpool ;  and, 
after  the  advance  so  made,  the  shipper  had  no  right  to  alter  the  instruc- 
tions which  were  given  at  the  time  of  such  advance ; — secondly,  that  the 
house  in  Liverpool  having  advanced  so  large  an  amount  on  this  cotton, 
having  a  previous  unsettled  claim  against  the  shipper,  and  the  shipper 
having  afterwards,  and  before  the  sale  of  the  cotton,  become  insolvent, 
the  house  in  Liverpool  had  a  right  to  sell  for  their  reimbursement,  not- 
withstanding the  subsequent  orders  of  the  shipper.     The  court  refused 
to  give  these  instructions ;  and,  in  our  judgment,  with  great  propriety, 
as  each  of  them  involved  matters  of  fact  in  controversy  before  the  jury, 
upon  which  it  was  exclusively  their  province  to  decide.    If  the  defendants 
meant  to  draw  from  the  court  an  opinion  in  point  of  law  upon  the 
assumed  facts,  the  proper  mode  would  have  been  to  have  asked  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury,  that,  if  they  found  the  facts  to  be  as  they  assumed, 
then  that  the  law  was  as  these  instructions  stated.     The  court  then 
proceeded  to  instruct  the  jury,  that,  if  they  found  from  the  evidence  in 
the  cause  that  the  plaintiff  had  given  instructions  to  the  defendants,  by 
his  letter  of  the  20th  of  April,  1833,  not  to  sell  any  cottons  which  the 
defendants  might  have  on  hand  when  that  letter  reached  them,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  was  interested,  until  the  defendants  heard  from  him 
again;   and  that  such  instructions  were  received  and  recognised  by 
the  defendants,  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  particularly  by  a 
letter  given  in  evidence  as  one  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff, 
dated  the  24th  of  May,  1822,  in  reply  to  the  plaintiff's  letter  to 
them  of  the  20th  April,  1833,  that  then  the  defendants  were  not 
*justifiable  in  law  in  the  sale  of  the  3d  of  June,  1833,  on  rjnoAQ 
account  of  the  defendants  having  on  that  day  accepted  Brown, 
Brothers  &  Go.'s  draft  for  1871/.  Os.  9(2.,  dated  the  7th  of  May,  at 
sixty  days'  sight.     It  is  observable  that  this  instruction  is  given  in  abso- 
lute terms,  without  reference  to  any  other  facts  in  the  cause  which 
might  be  found  by  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  before  them,  and  there- 
fore must  be  deemed  to  apply  to  every  posture  of  the  facts  which  the 
evidence  might  warrant.    It  must,  therefore,  be  deemed  to  apply  to  the 
case,  although  the  advance  was  originally  made  by  the  New  York  house 
for  and  on  account  of  the  Liverpool  house,  as  agents  or  partners  thereof, 
or  the  Liverpool  house  had  entered  into  engagements  prior  to  the 
advance,  to  become  responsible  for  the  reimbursement  thereof  to  the  New 
York  house,  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  evidence ;  and  although  the 
plaintiff  was,  before  the  writing  of  the  letters,  actually  insolvent,  and 
had  failed  in  business ;  and  that  fact  was  known  to  the  defendants." 
After  having  disposed  of  one  of  the  objections  taken  to  this  ^<  instruc- 
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tion/'  the  leaned  judge  thos  deals  irflh  the  odker :— ^^Bat  tke  main 
objeotion  to  the  instmction  is  of  a  more  broad  and  comprehensive  cha- 
racter. The  instraction,  in  effect,  decides,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  general 
conaignment  of  goods  to  a  factor  for  sale,  in  the  exercise  of  his  own 
discretion  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  sale,  the  consignor  has  a  right, 
by  subsequent  orders,  to  suspend  or  postpone  the  sale,  at  his  pleasure^ 
notirithBtanding  the  factor  has,  in  conaderation  of  such  general  consign- 
ment, already  made  advances,  or  incurred  liabilities  for  the  consignor, 
at  his  request,  trusting  to  the  fund  for  his  due  reimbursement.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  this  doctrine  is  not  maintamable  in  point  of  law.  We 
understand  the  true  doctrine  upon  this  subject  to  be  this:  Wherever  a 
consignment  is  made  to  a  factor  for  sale,  the  consignor  has  a  right, 
•Q-iA-i  generally,  to  ^control  the  sale  thereof,  according  to  his  own 

-I  pleasure,  from  time  to  time,  if  no  advances  have  been  made  or 
liabilities  incurred  on  account  thereof;  and  the  factor  is  bound  to  obey 
his  orders.  This  arises  from  the  ordinary  relation  of  principal  and 
agent.  K,  however,  the  factor  makes  advances,  or  incurs  liabilities,  on 
account  of  the  consignment,  by  which  he  acquires  a  special  property 
therein ;  then  the  fiictor  has  a  right  to  sell  so  much  of  the  consignment 
as  may  be  necessary  to  reimburse  such  advances  or  meet  such  liabilities; 
unless  there  is  some  existing  agreement  between  himself  and  the  con* 
signer,  which  controls  or  varies  this  right.  Thus,  for  example,  if,  con- 
temporaneous with  the  consignnxent  and  advances  or  liabilities,  there  are 
orders  given  by  the  consignor,  which  are  assented  to  by  the  factor,  that 
the  goods  shall  not  be  sold  until  a  fixed  time ;  in  such  a  case,  the  con- 
signment is  presumed  to  be  received  by  the  factor  subject  to  such  orders; 
and  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  sell  the  goods  to  reimburse  his  advances  or 
liabilities,  until  after  that  time  has  elapsed.  The  same  rale  will  apply 
to  orders  not  to  sell  below  a  fixed  price :  unless,  indeed,  the  consignor 
shall,  after  due  notice  and  request,  refuse  to  provide  any  other  means  to 
reimburse  the  factors.  And  in  no  case  will  the  factor  be  at  liberty  to 
sell  the  consignment  contrary  to  the  orders  of  the  consignor,  although 
he  has  made  advances,  or  incurred  liabilities  thereon,  if  the  consignor 
stands  ready,  and  offers  to  reimburse  and  discharge  such  advances  and 
liabilities.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  consignment  is  made  gene- 
rally, without  any  specific  orders  as  to  the  time  or  mode  of  sale,  and 
the  factor  makes  advances  or  incurs  liabilities  on  the  footing  of  such 
consignment,  there  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  factor  is  intended 
to  be  clothed  with  the  ordinary  rights  of  factors,  to  sell,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  at  such  time  and  in  such  mode  as  the 
^_^-  usage  of  *trade  and  his  general  duty  require;  and  to  reimburse 

-'  himself  for  his  advances  and  liabilities  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
asle :  and  the  consignor  has  no  right  by  any  subsequent  orders,  given 
after  advances  have  been  made  or  liabilities  incurred  by  the  factor,  to 
mapend  or  control  this  right  of  sale,  except  so  far  as  respects  the  surplus 
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ot  ibe  oonsignmeBt  not  necessary  for  the  reimbursement  of  sncli 
odntnces  or  liabilities.  Of  course,  this  right  of  the  factor  to  sell  to 
reimburse  himself  for  his  advances  and  liabilities,  applies  with  stronger 
force  to  cases  where  the  consignor  is  insolvent,  and  where  therefore  the 
eonsignment  constitutes  the  only  fund  for  indemnity.  Such,  then,  being 
the  relative  rights  and  duties  of  the  parties,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
instruction  given  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  judge  in  the  Circuit  Court, 
is  not  maintainable  in  point  of  law.  The  consignment  was  general,  to 
the  Liverpool  house,  for  sale ;  the  advances  and  liabilities  were  contem- 
poraneous with  the  consignment;  there  were  no  contemporaneous  orderly 
limiting  or  qualifying  the  general  rights  of  the  factors  resulting  from 
these  circumstances ;  the  consignor,  subsequently,  either  failed  in  busi- 
ness, or  was  believed  to  have  failed ;  the  wishes  subsequently  expressed 
by  the  letter  of  the  20th  of  April,  even  admitting  them  to  have  the  force 
of  orders,  were  unaccompanied  with  any  other  means  of  indemnity,  or 
even  with  any  offer  of  reimbursement  of  the  advances  or  liabiHties. 
Unless,  then,  upon  the  established  principles  of  law,  the  consignor  had  a 
clear  right  to  control  the  sale  of  the  consignment,  by  any  orders  which 
he  might  in  his  discretion  choose  to  give,  notwithstanding  such  advances 
and  liabilities, — ^which  we  are  of  opinion  he  had  not, — ^the  instruction 
was  erroneous."  That  is  precisely  this  case :  and  it  is  an  authority  that 
is  entitled  to  great  consideration,  being  a  WelWeasoned  and  solemn  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  the  last  resort.  The  law  is  •similarly  laid  p#Lq 
down  in  the  Code  de  C<Mnmerce(«)  of  Holland,  articles  80-83.  L  ^^^ 
'*  Le  commissionnaire  (art.  80),  pour  toutes  les  actions  qu'il  aurait  H 
ezereer  centre  son  commettant,  tant  pour  le  remboursement  de  ses 
avances,  int^rftts  et  frais,  quepa^t  le$  MigaH&ns  eourarUes  qu'U  a  con- 
traetSes  pour  luiy{h)  aura  un  privilege  sur  la  valeur  des  marchandises  ou 
effets  que  le  commettant  Ini  a  ezp^di^s  de  F^tranger  pour  dtre  vendus 
poor  son  compte,  s'ils  se  trouvent  h  sa  dispomtion  dans  ses  magasins  ou 
dans  un  d^pdt  public,  ou  s'ils  se  trouvent  en  sa  possession  de  quelque  autre 
mani^re,  on  si,  avant  leur  arrivtfe,  il  pent  constater  Texp^dition  qui  lu! 
en  a  ^t^  faite  par  un  connaissement  ou  par  une  lettre  de  voiture."  ^^Le 
mdme  privilege  (art.  81)  appartient  au  commissionnaire  auquel  ont  4i6 
tnrojis  des  marchandises  ou  effets  dans  le  mdme  but,  d'un  autre  lieu 
sito^  dans  I'int^rieur  du  royaume,  mais  seulement  et  exclusivement  pout 
ses  avances,  int^r^ts  et  frais,  ou  pour  les  obligations  qu*il  a  contract^es 
par  rapport  aux  marchandises  ou  effets  sur  lesquels  il  vent  exercer  sob 
privilege."  ^'  Si  les  marchandises  ou  effets  (art.  82)  ont  4t6  vendue  et 
livr^s  pour  le  compte  du  commettant,  le  commissionnaire  se  remboursera 

(a)  The  French  text  is  a  translation,  ty  authoritf,  from  the  Dotch  original. 

(6)  This  power,  which  ia  in  the  nature  of  a  general  lien,  is  not  gi^en  by  the  cottespdntBiig 
article  of  the  French  Code  de  Commerce  (No.  93),  or  by  any  of  the  ezoeUent  diapoaitioiii  of  dM 
Spanish  code  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  factors. 
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tar  le  prodoit  de  la  vente  du  montant  d^  868  ayanoes,  iiit^r6t8  et  frab^ 
par  prif&rence  aux  autres  cr^anciers  du  oommettant."  ^^Si  le  commet* 
tant  (art.  83)  a  envoj^  de  F^tranger  aa  commissionnaire  dee  mar- 
chandises  ou  effets,  aveo  ordre  de  le8  tenir  en  d^pdt  k  sa  dispositiony  ou 
bien  s'il  a  limits  son  pouvoir  de  lea  vendre,  et  si  le  premier  est  rest^  ea 
^  demeure  de  satisfaire  auz  obligationa  poor  lesqnelles  *il  eat 

J  accord^  mi  privilege  auz  termes  de  Fart.  80,  le  oommissioimaire 
pourra,  8ur  la  production  des  prenres  n^ceesairee,  et  snr  nne  simple 
requite,  obtenir  du  tribunal  d'arrondissement  de  son  domicile^  de  faire 
vendre  lea  marchandises  ou  effets  sur  lesquels  il  est  privil^gi^,  en  vente 
publique,  ou  par  deux  courtiers  nomm^s  par  le  tribunal,  suivant  le  coura 
de  la  bourse  ou  du  march^ ;  et  cela  soit  en  totality,  soit  en  telle  partie 
que  le  juge  ordonnera,  selon  le  montant  de  la  dette."(^)  ^^  ^  ^o  answer 
to  say,  that  this  has  to  be  done  through  the  intervention  of  a  court.  That 
is  the  course  pursued  on  the  continent  of  Europe ;  where  the  like  practice 
prevails  in  the  case  of  a  stoppage  in  transitu :  IngUs  v.  Ushenffood^ 
1  East,  515;  Abbott  on  Shipping,  8th  edit.  512,  513 ;  Mason  v.  LieJ> 
harrow,  1  H.  Blac.  357. 

Channel^  Serjt.,  in  reply.  It  is  true  that  the  earlier  part  of  the 
declaration  states  a  by-gone  consideration:  but,  taking  the  whole 
together,  this  clearly  is  not  the  case  of  a  contract  entirely  founded 
upon  an  executed  consideration.  To  entitle  him  to  succeed,  the  defend- 
ant here  must  satisfy  the  court  that  the  right  of  the  factor  to  sdl,  in 
defiance  of  his  principal's  orders,  exists,  as  matter  of  necessary  legal 
inference,  in  all  cases  where  the  former  has  made  advances,  or  incurred 
liabilities,  on  account  of  the  latter.  In  Brown  v.  M'Chranj — the 
authority  now  mainly  relied  on, — ^tbe  consignment  and  the  advance 
appear  to  have  been  concurrent ;  which  places  it  pretty  much  upon  the 
same  footing  as  the  case  *of  Poihonier  v.  Dawson.  It  does  not 
appear  how  many  judges  were  present  when  Brotvn  v.  M'Qran 
was  decided ;  but  it  does  appear  that  the  chief  justice  and  one  of  the 
associate  justices  were  absent,  and  that  two  others  (Watne  and  Catbon) 
dissented  from  the  judgment,  which,  therefore,  at  the  most,  could  onlj. 
have  represented  the  opinions  of  five  judges.  Cfraham  v.  Dyster  is  a 
mere  repetition  of  Poihonier  v.  Dawson.  The  several  codes  of  France,(&) 
of  Spain,(c)  and  of  Holland,(c2)  seem  each  to  have  made  the  factor's 
right  to  sell  for  the  purpose  of  reimbursing  himself  for  advances  made 
upon  the  faith  of  consignments,  the  subject  of  express  and  positive 

(a)  No  such  power  is  given  the  French  code :  and  the  Spanish  code  (Art.  127)  WfBt  absolutely 
and  without  exception,  "  El  oomisionario  bebe  atiyetarae  en  el  deaempeiio  de  en  cargo,  cuat- 
quierasea  la  naturaliza  de  este,  a  laa  instruccionea  que  haya  recibido  de  au  oomitente.*'  And 
^e  language  of  art.  129  ia  atill  stronger :  "  Pero  en  ningun  caso  podra  obrar  e!  oomisioniata 
contra  la  dispoaicion  aspesa  de  su  comitente.*' 

(b)  Code  de  Commerce,  art.  93,  94,  95. 

<c)  Code  de  Commerce  (Codigo  de  Comercio),  art.  116,  et  aeq. 
(d)  Ubi  supri. 
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enactmentB;   and  they  require  certain  formalities  to  be  ob8erved.(a) 
[Maulb,  J.    They  seem  all,  in  substance,  to  be  the  same.] 

Our.  adv.  vuU, 

WiLDB,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

The  substantial  question  in  this  case,  is,  whether  a  factor  who  has 
made  advances  on  account  of  his  principal,  has  a  right  to  sell  the  goods 
in  his  hands,  contrary  to  the  orders  of  his  principal,  on  the  principal's 
making  default  in  repaying  those  advances. 

It  is  now  settled  law,  that  a  factor  has  a  lien  for  his  advances. 
But  the  defendant  claims  more  than  a  lien ;  he  claims  a  right,  if  the 
principal,  when  called  on  to  repay  the  advances,  makes  default  in  doing 
BO,  to  sell  the  goods  at  such  prices  and  times,  as,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  he  thinks  best  for  his  principal. 

'*'No  case  in  any  English  court  can  be  produced  in  support  of  r^coig 
this  doctrine ;  yet  it  is  a  right  which  one  would  expect  to  find 
enforced  every  day,  if  it  existed.     The  silence  of  our  law  books  is  a 
strong  argument  against  the  existence  of  such  a  right. 

It  is  true,  that,  in  the  case  of  Graham  v.  Dyster,  6  M.  &;  S.  1,  Batlet, 
J.,  in  considering  whether  a  factor,  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case, 
had  authority  to  pledge,  is  reported  to  have  said,  that  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  had  drawn  bills  against  the  consignment,  and  had  also  drawn  in 
like  manner  against  other  consignments,  made  no  difference  with  respect 
to  raising  an  implied  authority  to  pledge ;  and  that  the  only  difference 
which  this  practice  makes,  is,  that  it  conveys  to  the  factor  .the  right  to 
reimburse  himself:  he  may  sell  on  credit,  and  discount  the  bills.  But 
these  remarks  were  made  with  reference  to  a  factor  who  had  an  express 
authority,  which  had  never  been  revoked,  to  sell  at  his  discretion ;  and 
they  furnish  no  authority  for  maintaining,  that,  in  a  case  where  the 
principal  has  prohibited  the  sale  under  prescribed  limits,  he  may  not- 
withstanding sell. 

But,  it  is  said,  a  factor  for  sale  has  an  authority  as  such  (in  the 
absence  of  all  special  orders)  to  sell;  and,  when  he  afterwards  comes 
under  advances,  he  thereby  acquires  an  interest;  and,  having  thus  an 
authority  and  an  interest,  the  authority  becomes  thereby  irrevocable. 

The  doctrine  here  implied,  that,  whenever  there  is  in  the  same  person 
an  authority  and  an  interest,  the  authority  is  irrevocable,  is  not  to  be 
admitted  without  qualification.  In  the  case  of  Raleigh  v.  Atkinson^  6 
M.  &  W.  676,  goods  had  been  consigned  to  a  factor  for  sale,  with  a 
limit  as  to  price.  The  factor  had  a  lien  on  the  goods  for  advances;  and 
the  principal,  in  consideration  of  '''those  advances,  agreed  with  the  r«Q-in 
factor  that  he  should  sell  the  goods  at  the  best  market  prices, 
fkud  realize  thereon  against  his  advances :  the  court  held  that  this 
authority  was  revocable,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  consideration 
for  the  agreement.  Now,  in  that  case,  there  was  an  authority  given, 
(a)  This  18  true  u  to  the  Dutch  code ;  pmr$,  at  to  the  others. 


ud  we  wiiioli  tJbe  priampal  was  fiilly  «fe  liberty  to  give;  ike  party  to 
whom  it  was  giv^i  bad  an  interest  in  it ;  yet  the  aizthority  was  held  to 
be  revocable.  The  effect  of  the  decision  was  attempted,  in  argument 
before  us,  to  be  eluded,  by  referring  to  the  circumstance  that  the  factor 
received  the  goods  or^naUy  with  a  limk  as  to  the  price  of  sale.  Bat 
we  do  not  tiiink  that  circumstance  material,  since  the  limitation  original 
imposed  was  done  away  with  by  the  authority  afterwards  given,  to  seH 
at  the  best  price.  Such  an  ajithmty  requires  no  consideration  to  support 
it.  An  authority,  is,  in  its  nature,  revocable  by  the  donor  of  it: 
Fyntbr's  case,  8  Co.  Bep.  82  a:  it  is  only  when  it  is  sought  to  make  it 
irrevocable,  that  a  consideration  is  required  to  give  it  that  effect.* 

On  the  subject  of  authorities  \mag  rendered  irrevocable  by  an 
interest,  not  much  is  to  be  found  in  the  law  books.  In  Wcdsh  v.  Tf%d> 
comly  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  565,  Lord  Khnyon  is  reported  to  have  said: 
"There  is  a  difference  in  cases  of  powers  of  attorney;  in  general,  they 
are  revocable,  from  their  nature :  but  there  are  these  exceptions — ^where 
a  power  of  attorney  is  part  of  a  security  for  &<«ey,  there  it  is  not 
revocable :  where  a  power  of  attorney  was  made  to  levy  a  fine,  as  part 
of  a  security,  it  was  held  not  to  be  revocable :  the  principle  is  applicable 
to  every  case  where  a  power  of  attorney  is  necessary  to  effectuate  any 
security ;  such  is  not  revocable/'  Wattan  v.  King^  4  Campb.  272,  S. 
C,  not  S.  P.,  1  Stark.  N.  P.  G.  121,  and  Chmnen  v.  McrUmj  10  B.  h. 
^9171  ^'  "^^^  6  M.  &  B.,  were  decided  in  ^conformity  to  this  case  of 
^  WdUh  V.  Whtteofkb:  and  the  result  appears  to  be,  that  where  an 
agreement  is  entered  into  on  a  sufficient  consideration,  whereby  an 
authority  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  securing  some  benefit  to  the  donee 
of  the  authority,  such  an  authority  is  irrevocable.  This  is  what  is  usually 
meant  by  an  authoritjr  coupled  with  aa  intwest,  uid  which  is  commonly 

said  to  be  irrevocable.(a) 

• 

(a)  In  Bromley  y.  Holland,  7  Vea.  3,  28,  Lord  Eldon  said,  that,  where  a  power  of  attorney 
was  granted  upon  a  valuable  oonaideration,  the  court  (of  Chancery)  would  not  permit  it  to  ba 
revoked.  This  seeme  to  import,  not  that  the  instrument  of  revocation  would  have  no  opera- 
tion, but  that  it  was  an  act  which  the  court  would  restrain  him  from  doing.  In  that  case,  the 
power  of  attorney,— "iK^ich  was,  to  reeeive  rents,— ^rmed  part  of  the  original  security  Ibr  a 
valid  annuity :  see  5  Ves.  610.  In  Watean  v.  King,  4  Campb.  272  (S.  C,  not  S.  P.,  1  Stark. 
121),  the  principal  having  died  before  the  act  done,  Lord  Ellextbobouqe  said :  "A  power 
ooupled  vrith  an  interest  cannot  be  revoked  by  the  person  granting  it :  but  it  is  necessarily 
revoked  by  bis  death.  How  can  a  valid  act  be  done  in  the  name  of  a  dead  man  f "  Which 
seems  to  amount  to  no  more  than  saying, — "  Admitting  your  propoaition  to  be  true,  that  a 
power  coupled  with  an  interest  cannot  be  revoked  by  the  party  granting  it,  the  power,  how- 
ever binding  it  might  be  upon  the  donor  of  the  power,  necessarily  ceases  upon  the  cesser  of  the 
interest  of  that  donor." 

That  a  power  of  attorney,  though  coupled  with  an  interest,  is  revoked  by  the  death  of  the  prin- 
cipal, see  iSl^pinaa  v.  Thompton,  Willes,  405 ;  Wateon  v.  King,  ubi  supra.  So,  although  the 
act  were  appointed  to  be  done  after  the  death  of  the  principal.  Brooke,  in  Bro.  Abr.  tit.  JPesjf- 
ment,  pi.  34,  in  abridging  the  case  of  EUt  v.  Jode,  40  Asa.  fo.  249,  pi.  38 ;  2  Roll.  Abr.  9,  |d. 
1 ;  13  Vin.  Abr.  191,  pi.  1 ;  Co.  Litt.  52  b ;  Boby  v.  Twives,  Styles,  424 ;  Wynne  v.  TAmms, 
Wmee,  505 ;  WaUaee  v.  Cook,  5  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  117 ;  SaUe  v.  Field,  5  T.  R.  211 ;  SnaOh  v. 
Mingay,  1  M.  &  S.  87. 

However,  in  Lepard  v.  Vernon,  2  Ves.  &  B.  51,— where  A.  being  already  indebted  to  B., 
axecnted  a  power  of  attorney  aiichorisiiig  B.  to  receive  moneys  v^ich  should  become  due  to  A. 
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*Bat  we  think  this  doctrine  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  p^^q^^ 
authority  is  given  for  the  purpose  of  being  a  security,  or,  as  Lord  ^ 
Kenyon  expresses  it,  as  a  part  of  the  security ;  not  to  cases  where  the 
authority  is  giYcn  independently,  and  the  interest  of  the  donee  of  the 
authority  arises  afterwards,  and  incidentally  only.  As,  for  instance,  in 
the  present  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  13th  plea,  the  goods  are  consigned 
to  a  factor  for  sale.  That  confers  an  implied  authority  to  sell.  After- 
wards, the  factor  makes  adyances.  This  is  not  an  authority  coupled 
with  an  interest;  but  an  independent  authority,  and  an  interest  subse- 
quently arising.  The  making  of  such  an  adyance  may  be  a  good  con- 
sideration for  an  agreement  that  the  authority  to  sell  shall  be  no  longer 
revocable;  but  such  an  effect  will  not,  we  think,  arise  independently  of 
agreement.  There  is  no  authority  or  principle  in  our  law,  that  we  are 
aware  of,  which  leads  us  to  think  it  will*  If  such  be  the  law»  where  ia 
it  to  be  found? 

It  was  said  in  argument^  that  it  was  the  common  ^practice  of  r^^^q 
factors  to  sell,  in  order  to  repay  advances.  If  it  be  true  that  ^ 
there  is  a' well-understood  practice  with  factors  to  sell,  that  practice 
might  furnish  a  ground  for  inferring  that  the  advances  were  made  upon 
the  footing  of  an  agreement  that  the  factor  should  have  an  irrevocable 
authority  to  sell,  in  case  the  principal  made  default.  Such  an  inference 
might  be  a  very  reasonable  and  proper  one;  but  it  would  be  an  inference 
of  fact,  not  a  conclusion  of  law. 

These  pleas,  therefore,  in  which  the  right  to  sell  for  advances,  on 
default  by  the  principal  to  repay  them,  is  treated  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
cannot  be  supported.  There  will,  therefore,  be  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiffs on  the  pleas  demurred  to.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 

from  C.,— it  was  held,  that,  inaamachas  the  power  of  attorney  not  acoompanying  the  aaaigmneni 
of  the  debt  dae  firom  C.  to  A.,  and  not  forming  part  of  any  aecm-tty  giyen  for  the  debt  due  from 
A.  to  6.,  there  was  no  aj^ropriation  of  the  debt  due  from  C.  to  A.,  to  the  discharge  of  the  debt 
dae  from  A.  to  B. :  and  that  ther^^rt  the  power  of  attorney  was  determined  by  the  death  of 
A. ;  and  that  B.  could  not  retain,  as  against  the  executors  of  A.,  money  received  by  B.  from 
C.  after  the  death  of  A. 

In  Tate  ▼.  HUUrt,  2  Ves.  jnn.  118,  where  A.  drew  a  check  upon  his  banker  in  favour  of  B., 
to  whom  A.  was  indebted,  and  A.  died  before  the  check  waa  presented  lor  payment,  but  it 
was  presented  and  paid  before  B.  or  the  banker  had  notice  of  A/s  death, — it  was  held  that  the 
payment  could  not  be  questioned  by  the  executor  of  A.  There,  howeyer,  the  delivery  of 
the  check  operated  not  merely  as  an  authority  to  receive,  but  as  an  assignment  And  see  Mii* 
tJuU  v.  EadeSf  Free,  in  Chanc.  125,  Py«,  ez  parte,  18  Vea.  142, 146, 1  Game's  Cases  (Ameri- 
can), 15,  17. 

By  the  civil  law,  and  the  French  law,  a  sale  by  the  factor  after  the  death  of  the  principal, 
but  before  notice,  binds  the  property.  Dig.  lib.  17.  tit.  1, 1. 26,  ^  1.  lb.  lib.  17,  tit.  1, 1.  56 ; 
Pothier  Traits  du  Contrat  de  Charge,  No.  168,  Code  civil  des  Fran^,  No.  2008. 

In  Spain,  the  authority  of  the  factor  continues  after  the  death  of  the  principal,  until  actually 
revoked  by  the  peraonal  repreaenUtiveB  (nioMferet)  of  the  principal. 
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♦920]  *BICKFORD  v.  PARSON.  May  5. 

The  declaration  stated  that,  in  coDeideration  that  the  defendante  had  become  and  were  tenants 
to  the  plaintiffs  of  certain  premises,  upon  the  terms  (amongst  others)  that  they  aboald  dining 
the  said  tenancy  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  the  defendants  promised  the  plaintiff,  during 
tkeir  $aid  tenancy^  thereof,  to  use  the  j^mises  in  a  tenant-like  manner,  and  to  keep  them  in 
repair;  that  the  said  tenancy  of  the  defendants  continued  from,  ^c.  hitherto;  yet  that  the 
defendants  did  not  use  the  premises  in  a  tenant-like  manner,  or  keep  them  in  repair. 

Plea,  that,  after  the  defendants  had  become  tenants  to  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the  committing 
of  the  breach,  or  the  accrual  otthe  cause  of  action  in  respect  thereof,  the  plaintiff,  by  due  course 
.  of  law,  conveyed,  assigned,  granted,  and  assured  all  his  estate,  &c.,  of  and  in  the  demised  pre- 
mises, and  of  and  in  the  reyersion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  defendants'  said  ten- 
ancy, to  one  W.  B. ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  thenceforward,  and  before  the  accrual  of  the 
cause  of  action,  ceased  to  have  anjrthing  in  the  demised  premises,  and  the  defendants  thenoa 

.  ceased  to  be,  and  never  since  had  been,  tenants  thereof,  to  ike  pLaisUif;  concluding  with  a 
verification  :— 

HtUt  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  declaration ;  the  tenancy  therein  alleged,  being,  m 
tenancy  under  the  plaintiff  and  his  assigns. 

I  Assumpsit.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that,  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  the  25th  of  June,  1825,  in 
consideration  that  the  defendants,  at  their  request,  had  become  and  then 
were  tenants  to  the  plaintiff  of  a  certain  dwelling-house  and  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  and  subject  to  certain 
terms,  (amongst  others)  to  wit,  the  terms  that  the  defendants  should, 
during  their  said  tenancy ,  keep  all  repairs  thereon,  the  defendants  then 
promised  the  plaintiff  to  use  the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises  in  a 
tenant-like  and  proper  manner  during  their  said  tenancy  thereof,  and 
also,  during  their  said  tenancy  of  the  same,  to  keep  all  repairs  thereon, 
according  to  the  terms  aforesaid;  and  that  the  said  tenancy  of  the 
defendants  of  the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises,  upon  the  terms 
aforesaid,  continued  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  hitherto ;  yet  that  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their 
said  promises,  did  not  nor  would,  during  their  *Baid  tenancy,  use 
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the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises  in  a  tenant-like  or  proper 


manner,  or  keep  such  repairs  thereon  as  aforesaid;  but  that,  on  the  con- 
trary thereof,  the  defendants,  during  all  the  time  of  their  said  tenancy, 
used  the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises  in  an  untenant-like  and  im- 
proper manner,  and  also,  during  all  that  time,  wholly  neglected  to  keep 
such  repairs  thereon  as  aforesaid,  insomuch  that,  by  reason  of  such 
default,  &c.,  of  the  defendants,  the  said  dwelling-house  and  premises, 
while  the  defendants  so  continued  tenants  thereof  as  aforesaid,  upon  the 
terms  in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  were  and  continued  out  of  repair. 

There  was  a  further  breach  assigned, — that  the  defendants,  during 
their  said  tenancy,  wrongfully  pulled  down  and  carried  away  certain  fix- 
tures, parcel  of  the  said  dwelling-house. 

The  sixth  plea  stated,  that,  after  the  defendants  had  become  tenants 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  said  count  alleged,  and  before  the  committing 
of  the  breaches  in  that  count  mentioned,  or  the  accrual  of  the  said 
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causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of  December,  1842, 
the  plaintiff,  by  due  course  of  law,  conveyed,  assigned,  granted,  aad 
assured  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  demised 
premises,  and  of  and  in  the  reversion  expectant  upon  the  determination 
of  the  defendant's  said  tenancy,  to  a  certain  other  person,  to  wit,  one 
William  Bickford;  that  the  plaintiff  thenceforward,  and  before  the 
accrual  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  ceased 
to  have  anything  in  the  said  demised  premises  and  tenements ;  and  that 
the  defendants  then  ceased  to  be,  and  never  since  had  been,  tenants 
thereof  to  the  plaintiff, — ^verification. 

To  this  plea,  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially,  assigning  for  causes, 
amongst  others,  that  the  promise  of  the  defendants  declared  on,  was,  accord- 
ing to  its  legal  '^'effect,  a  promise  to  keep  in  repair  during  the  continu-  r^goo 
ance  of  the  tenancy  under  the  plaintiff  and  his  assigns^  and  not 
under  the  plaintiff  ahne^  and  that  the  assignment  and  cessation  of  the 
tenancy  under  the  plaintiff,  as  alleged  in  the  plea,  was  no  answer  to  the 
causes  of  action  to  which  the  plea  was  pleaded ;  and  that  the  plea  was 
an  argumentative  and  informal  traverse,  either  of  the  breaches,  or  else 
of  the  continuance  or  subsistence  of  the  said  tenancy  at  the  time  of  the 
committing  of  the  said  breaches ;  and  that  the  said  traverse  should  have 
been  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  traverse,  and  have  concluded  to  the 
country. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Maynardj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  first  and  principal 
objection  to  the  plea  is,  that  it  treats  the  promise  as  a  promise  to  keep 
the  premises  in  repair  only  during  the  period-  of  the  defendant's  tenancy 
under  the  plaintiff;  whereas,  the  declaration  states  the  promise  to  be,  to 
keep  in  repair  during  the  tenancy  generally.  Suppose  this  had  been  a 
term  capable  of  being  created  by  parol,  and  the  reversion  had  been 
assigned  over  to  a  third  person  during  its  continuance ;  in  that  case,  it  is 
clear,  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  could  not  have  been  sued.  If,  there- 
fore, the  present  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  the  non-repair, 
nobody  can.  [Gresswell,  J.  Do  not  the  words  ^'during  the  said 
tenancy,"  limit  it  to  the  tenancy  before  mentioned,  m.,  a  tenancy  uncJer 
the  plaintiff  f]  That  is  a  mere  identification  of  the  tenancy ;  it  is  not 
less  the  ^ant^. tenancy,  because  the  interest  has  been  assigned  to  another 
landlord.  In  Standen  v.  OhrismaSy  10  Q.  B.  135,'  it  was  decided,  that 
the  statute  32  H.  8,  c.  34,  applies  to  leases  by  deed  only ;  and  that, 
where  a  lease  is  not  under  seal,  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  cannot 
'''maintain  assumpsit  against  the  lessee,  for  breach  of  his  contract  r«Q23 
with  the  assignor  to  repair.  [Y.  Williams,  J.  That  is,  because  ^ 
agreements  by  parol  cannot  run  with  the  land.  Wilde,  G.  J.  The 
defendants  could  hardly  know  whether  you  meant  to  complain  of  a 
breach  in  the  plaintiff's  time,  or  of  a  breach  committed  after  he  had 
parted  with  his  interest.]  It  is  either  a  continuance  of  the  same  tenancy, 
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or  the  plaintiff  has  no  cause  of  action.  To  say  tkat  the  alltiged  breafAas 
were  not  committed  during  that  tenancy,  is  simply  to  deny  the  breaches ; 
and  therefore  the  plea  is  bad  for  argumentativeness. 

It  was  also  objected,  on  the  authority  of  Pargeter  v.  SarrUj  7  Q.  B. 
708,  that  the  assignment  was  not  pleaded  with  sufficient  certainty ;  and, 
further,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  on  the  ground  suggested  in  1  Chitty  on 
Pleading,  7th  edit.,  by  Qreening,  p.  566,  where  it  is  said  that,  ^'  Every 
plea  should  be  so  pleaded  as  to  be  capable  of  trial,  and  therefore  must 
consist  of  matter  of  fact,  the  existence  of  which  may  be  tried  by  a  jury 
on  an  issue,  or  the  sufficiency  of  which  as  a  defence  may  be  determined 
by  the  court  upon  demurrer;  or  of  matter  of  record,  wldch  is  triable  by 
the  record  it8elf.(a)  And,  if  fact  be  improperly  confounded  or  mixed 
in  the  plea  with  matter  of  law,  so  that  it  cannot  be  tried  by  the  court 
or  jury,  the  plea  is  bad ;  as,  if  the  defendant  pleaded  that  A.  lawfuUj/ 
enjoyed  the  goods  of  felons,  it  will  be  bad ;  for,  die  jury  cannot  deter- 
mine  whether  he  lawfully  enjoyed,  nor  the  court  whether  he  in  fact 
enjoyed,  and  the  plea  should  have  stated  the  particular  facts  and  title 
by  virtue  of  which  A.  did  enjoy."(J) 

Oreenufood,  contri.  The  plea  affords  a  substantial  answer  to  the 
•Q^d1  ^^^^^^^^'^^  Consistently  with  the  *8tatement  in  the  declaration, 
J  this  might  have  been  a  mere  tenancy  at  will  or  sufferance ;  in 
which  case  the  obligation  to  repair  would  be  co-extensive  only  with  the 
holding  under  the  plaintiff.  The  case  of  Standen  v.  Okrismas  merely 
shows  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion,  the  term  not  being  created  by 
deed,  cannot  sue  upon  the  original  contract;  not  that  the  assignor  may. 
[Cresswell,  J.  If  the  tenancy  had  ceased,  the  traverse  is  argumenta 
tive.]  Where  the  defence  is  made  up  of  law  and  fact,  the  whole  may  be 
put  upon  the  record:  Carr  v.  HinoMiffy  4  B.  &  C.  547,  6  D.  &  B.  — . 
In  Hatton  v.  Jl2or«e,  1  Salk.  894,  which  is  there  cited,  it  was  held  that  a 
defendant  might,  to  an  action  of  assumpsit,  plead  payment,  although  it 
amounts  to  the  general  issue,  because  it  admitted  the  assumpsit. 
[Maulb,  J.  Payment  might  be  shown  under  the  general  issue,  before 
die  new  rules :  but  it  is  not  correct  to  say  that  it  amounts  to  the  general 
issue.]  Batley,  J.,  there  says:  ^^ There  are  instances  in  which  a 
defendant  has  the  option  of  giving  his  defence  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue,  or  of  putting  it  on  the  record.  One  of  those  is,  where 
the  plamtiff's  right  of  action  is  confessed,  and  avoided  by  matter  ezpost 
facto;  ex.  gr.  by  a  plea  of  payment,  as  in  Brown  v.  Cornish,  1  Lord 
Baym.  217,  and  Vanhatton  v.  Morse,  2  Lord  Baym.  787,  or  accord  and 
satisfaction,  as  in  Paramore  v.  Johnson,  1  Lord  Baym.  566,  where  the 
reason  is  assigned,  viz,  that  it  gives  colour  to  the  plaintiff.  The  othw 
instance  is,  where  the  plea  does  not  deny  the  declaration,  but  answers  it 
by  matter  of  law.     Thus,  in  JBussey  v.  Jacob,  1  Lord  Baym.  87,  which 

(a)  Citing  Co.  Litt.  303,  b ;  Com.  Dig.  PUader  (E.  34,) ;  9  Co.  Rep.  94  b,  35  a. 
<»)9Go.  Rep.  85. 
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iras  an  action  against  tbe  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  it  was  given  for  money  lost  at  plaj,  and  therefore  void 
by  the  16  Car.  2,  c.  7 :  pkintiff  demurred,  and  one  objection  taken,  was, 
*that  die  plea  amounted  to  the  general  issue ;  but  it  was  held  that  r^qof 
the  plea  not  consisting  of  bare  matter  of  fact,  but  being  inter-  ^ 
mixed  with  matter  of  law,  the  defendant  might  plead  it  specially,  for, 
otherwise  he  would  be  obliged  to  commit  a  point  of  law  to  the  jury." 
But  for  the  same  reason,  a  plea  of  fraud  might  be  said  to  be  an  argu- 
mentative denial  of  the  contract  alleged.  In  Ghitty  on  Pleading,  Vol. 
I.  p.  490,  it  is  said :  "  From  the  history  of  our  ancient  law,  it  appears, 
that,  in  all  personal  actions,  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to  show 
Specially  to  the  comrt  matters  of  defence,  not  merely  consisting  in  a 
^knial  of  a  material  part  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  but  introductory 
of  new  matter  not  apparent  therein^  Gilb.  G.  P.  62,  66;  such  as, 
coverture,  in&ncy,  &c.,  which,  though  they  were  in  effect  negations  of 
the  plaintiff's  declaration,  yet,  being  matters  of  2atr,  as  to  their  suffi- 
ciency in  defence,  were  considered  as  properly  referable  to  the  eourt  in 
the  first  instance,  though,  if  traversed,  the  existence  in  fact  of  such 
defence  was  then  properly  to  be  tried  by  a  jury."  The  new  rule,  H.  k 
W.  4,  A%9ump9it^  8,  provides,  that,  ^'  in  every  species  of  assumpsit,  all 
matters  in  confession  and  avoidance,  including  not  only  those  by  way  of 
discharge,  but  those  which  show  the  transaction  to  be  either  void  or  voida- 
ble in  point  of  law,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise,  shall  be  spe- 
cially pleaded."  Here,  the  plea  confesses  the  tenancy,  and  admits  that 
the  premises  were  out  of  repair,  but  it  avoids  the  effect  of  that  admission, 
by  showing  that  the  plaintiff  parted  with  his  interest,  and  therefore  that 
the  tenancy  under  him  was  at  an  end,  before  the  breach.  [Maule,  J. 
You  say  that  it  gives  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  and  alleges  matters  of  fact 
from  which  the  court  can  infer  that  the  tenancy  was  at  an  end  ?]  Pre- 
cisely so.  Speaking  of  colour,  it  is  *8aid  in  Chitty  on  Pleading,  p^qo/* 
Vol.  I.  p.  652,  "  It  is  plain  that  a  plea  which  shows  new  matter  ^ 
in  avoidance  or  discharge  of  the  plaintifi^s  allegations,  is  double  and 
argumentative,  if  it  do  not  admit  the  apparent  truth  of  those  allegations 
as  matter  of  fact.  There  can  be  no  occasion  to  adduce  grounds  for 
defeating  the  operation  of  disputed  facts.  The  plea  in  avoidance  must, 
therefore,  give  colour  to  the  plaintiff,  that  is,  must  give  him  credit  for 
having  an  apparent  or  primd  fade  right  of  action,  independently  of  the 
matter  disclosed  in  the  plea  to  destroy  it."  [Maule,  J.  Suppose, 
before  the  statute  82  H.  8,  c.  34,  a  lease  were  made  by  deed,  with  a 
covenant  to  repair,  and  the  lessor  after  a  breach  of  that  covenant 
assigned  the  reversion,  might  he  not  still  sue  upon  the  express  covenant  ?] 
It  is  presumed  that  he  might.  It  is  perfectly  consistent  with  this  decla- 
ration that  this  was  a  mere  tenancy  at  will.  [Wilde,  C.  J.  The 
declaratioQ  shows  a  tenancy  sufficiently  long  to  override  the  breach. 
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Maulb,  J.  It  is  not  necessary,  to  sustain  this  declaration,  that  there 
should  be  a  term.  It  is  consistent  with  the  allegation,  that  the  plaintiff 
may  have  been  seised  in  fee,  and  that  the  defendant  may  have  held 
under  him  in  fee-simple,  paying  rent.  In  that  case  there  would  be  no 
reversion.]  Or,  it  might  be  that  the  tenancy  was  by  estoppel  only. 
The  presumption  of  law,  however,  probably  would  be,  that  the  estate 
was  created  by  interest,  and  not  by  estoppel.  [The  argument  on  the 
other  points  is  omitted ;  the  court  giving  no  opinion  upon  them.]   > 

Maynardy  in  reply.  In  Goote's  Landlord  and  Tenant,  Edit.  1840,  p. 
322,  it  is  said,  that,  ^^  Since  the  statute  traTisferB  to  the  grantee  of  the 
reversion  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  the  conditions  and  covenants 
^^n^r-y  "^i^i^ing  with  the  land,  *it  seems  clear  that  the  lessor  cannot, 
-I  after  he  has  parted  with  the  reversion,  bring  an  action  for  any 
breach  of  the  covenant  which  has  taken  place  subsequently  to  the  grant ; 
for,  then  the  tenant  would  be  liable  to  two  actions,  or  the  lessor  might, 
after  the  grant,  release  the  covenant  to  the  lessee.  But,  as  the  statute 
aifects  such  covenants  only  as  run  with  the  land,  it  follows,  that,  upon 
collateral  covenants,  the  rights  of  the  parties  remain  in  statu  quo.** 
The  inference  from  that  is,  that  the  lessor  might  have  sued,  after  the 
assignment  of  the  reversion,  in  respect  of  a  prior  breach,  before  the 
statute.  The  tenancy  stated  in  this  declaration  clearly  is  a  tenancy 
under  the  plaintiff  and  his  assignSj  for  the  purposes  of  this  action.  If 
that  be  not  the  true  construction  of  the  declaration,  but  a  tenancy  under 
the  plaintiff  only  is  meant,  then  the  proper  form  of  plea  would  be,  a 
traverse  of  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  at  the  time  of  the  breach, 
or  a  traverse  of  a  breach  during  the  tenancy ;  in  either  case,  concluding 
to  the  country. 

Wilde,  G.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  plea  is  bad  in  substance ;  and 
therefore  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  advert  to  the  special  causes  of 
demurrer.  The  question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration  as  to  the  tenancy  of  the  defendants, — ^whether  it  imports 
a  tenancy  only  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  or  a  tenancy 
of  the  premises,  which,  although  originally  created  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  was  not  limited  to  the  period  of  the  plaintiff's 
possession.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  declaration  does  not  limit  the 
defendants'  promise  to  their  tenancy  under  the  plaintiff,  but  points  to  a 
tenancy  for  a  term ;  and  the  plea  treats  the  declaration  as  importing  & 
tenancy  to  that  effect.  The  declaration  states,  that,  in  consideration 
^Q^o-i  ^^^^  ^^®  defendants  had  become,  and  were,  '^'tenants  to  the  plain- 
-l  tiff,  upon  and  subject  to  certain  terms  (amongst  others),  to  wit, 
the  terms  that  the  defendants  should,  during  the  said  tenancy,  keep  all 
repairs  thereon,  the  defendants  promised  the  plaintiff  to  use  the  premises 
in  a  tenant-like  and  proper  manner  during  their  said  tenancy  thereof, 
and  also,  during  their  said  tenancy  of  the  same,  to  keep  aJil  repairs 
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ihereoBy  according  to  the  terms  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  tenancy  of 
the  defendants  of  the  premises,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  continued  for 
a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  hitherto.  There  is,  therefore,  a  distinct 
averment  of  a  continuance  of  the  tenancy  down  to  the  commencement 
of  the  action.  And  the  breach  is,  that  the  defendants,  whilst  they  con« 
tinued  tenants  thereof  as  aforesaid,  used  the  premises  in  an  untenant- 
like  manner,  and  suffered  them  to  be  out  of  repair.  The  question  then 
is,  whether,  upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  the  plaintiff  complains  of 
a  breach  of  the  contract  during  the  tenancy  generally,  or  whether  the 
declaration  imports  that  the  contract  was  to  continue  only  so  long  as  the 
plaintiff  himself  should  remain  the  landlord.  Taking  the  whole  declara- 
tion together,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  imports  a  tenancy  generally 
between  these  parties.  It  is  true,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  the 
defendants  became  tenants  to  the  plaintiff.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the 
language  of  the  declaration  to  limit  it  to  the  continuance  of  the  plaintiff's 
interest.  Applying  one's  general  knowledge  to  the  subject-matter,  and 
looking  at  the  nature  of  the  property,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  a  mere 
tenancy  at  will  was  intended,  without  words  plainly  showing  that  such 
was  the  contract  between  the  parties.  The  plea  commences  by  stating, 
that,  after  the  defendants  had  become  tenants  to  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  count 
alleged,^onfessing  the  tenancy  so  alleged, — and  before  the  committing 
of  the  breaches,  or  the  accrual  of  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof, 
the  plaintiff  conveyed,  assigned,  *kc.j  all  his  estate  and  interest 


in  the  premises,  and  in  the  reversion  expectant  upon  the  determi- 
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nation  of  the  said  tenancy,  to  one  William  Bickford ;  that  the  plaintiff 
thenceforward  ceased  to  have  anything  in  the  premises ;  and  that  the 
defendants  then  ceased  to  be,  and  never  since  had  been,  tenants  thereof 
to  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  treats  the  tenancy  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion, as  a  tenancy  in  respect  of  which  there  existed  a  reversion  which 
was  by  the  assignment  conveyed  to  the  person  mentioned.  If,  therefore, 
the  contract  in  the  declaration  was  not  limited  to  a  tenancy  under  the 
plaintiff,  but  was  to  enure  so  long  as  the  defendants  continued  tenants  to 
whosoever  might  become  possessed  of  the  reversion,  the  only  question  is, 
whether,  after  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
premises, — ^inasmuch  as  this  was  a  conveyance  upon  which  the  statute  of 
32  H.  8,  c.  34,  did  not  operate, — ^the  right  to  maintain  an  action  in 
respect  of  a  breach  of  a  contract,  did  not  remain  in  the  plaintiff.  It 
appears  to  me  that  there  is  no  reason,  in  point  of  law,  why,  if  the  right 
to  sue  for  a  breach  did  not  pass  with  the  reversion,  it  should  not  remain 
in  the  plaintiff.  The  privity  of  estate  was  destroyed  by  the  conveyance 
of  the  reversion;  but  the  privity  of  contract  was  not.  That,  it  is  plain, 
would  not  have  passed  with  the  reversion  before  the  statute ;  and  the 
statute  has  no  operation  where  the  conveyance  is  not  by  deed.  It  was 
well  said  by  Shepherd,  arguendoj  in  WM  v.  Btuaell,  3  T.  R.  393, 
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tliat  '^  There  are  three  relfttions  at  common  law,  which  may  ezisi 
between  the  lessor  and  the  lessee  and  their  respective  assignees :  first, 
privity  of  contract^  which  is  created  bj  the  contract  itself,  and  subsists 
for  ever  between  the  lessor  and  lessee :  secondly,  privity  of  estate^ 
which  subsists  between  the  lessee,  or  his  assignee  in  possession  of  the 
«Q^ni  ^^^^^^>  *^^^  ^^  assignee  of  the  reversioner :  and,  thirdly,  privity 
^  of  contract  and  e$tatej  which  both  exist  where  the  term  and 
reversion  remain  in  the  original  covenantors.  The  statute  32  H.  8,  c. 
84,  seems  to  have  created  a  fourth  relation,  a  privity  of  contract  in 
respect  of  the  estate^  as  between  the  assignees  of  the  reversion  and  the 
lessees  or  their  assignees.  The  statute  annexes,  or  rather  creates,  a 
privity  of  contract  between  those  who  have  privity  of  estate ;  and,  when 
the  one  fails,  the  other  fails  with  it.  At  common  law,  the  covenant  did 
not  pass  by  an  assignment/of  the  reversion,  for,  it  was  a  mere  personal 
contract.  It  is  true,  indeed,  that  some  dicta  are  to  be  found  which 
contradict  this,  and  assert  that  the  assignee  of  the  reversion  could 
maintaiQ  an  action  of  covenant  at  common  law:  but  the  better,  and 
particularly  the  later,  opinions  are  the  other  way.*'(a)  If,  therefore,  the 
privity  of  contract  subsists  for  ever  between  the  lessor  and  the  lessee, 
assuming  all  that  is  alleged  in  the  plea  to  be  true,  I  see  no  reason  why 
the  plaintiff  should  not  maintain  this  action.  For  these  reasons,  I  think 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

CoLTMAN,  J.  It  seems  to  me,  that,  in  either  view  of  it,  this  plea  is 
insufficient.  If  the  meaning  of  the  declaration  is,  that  the  defendants 
became  tenants  to  the  plaintiff,  and  contracted  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair  during  the  continuance  of  their  tenancy  only,  and  it  is  meant  to 
be  asserted  by  the  plea,  that  that  is  consistent  with  a  tenancy  at  will,  and 
that  such  tenancy  was  put  an  end  to  by  the  assignment,  then  the  plea 
amounts  to  no  more  than  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  want  of  repair 
during  the  continuance  of  the  tenancy,  and  would  be  bad  as  giving  no 
^Q^  -  colour.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  *the  declaration  is  understood  as 
^  alleging  a  contract  to  repair  during  the  existence  of  the  term,  and 
not  merely  during  the  continuance  of  the  defendants'  tenancy  under  the 
plaintiff,  then  it  gives  sufficient  colour;  for,  it  admits  fkprimd facie  case 
of  liability,  and  then  sets  up  matter  of  discharge.  It  admits  that  the 
premises  are  out  of  repair,  but  denies  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sue,  he 
having  parted  with  the  reversion.  That  might  be  colour  enough  to  pre- 
vent the  plea  from  being  argumentative.  The  question,  then,  is,  whether 
the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  to  repair  is  put 
an  end  to  by  the  assignment  Unless  the  conveyance  be  by  deed,  the 
case  is  not  within  the  statute  82  H.  8,  c.  84.  Did  the  right  to  sue,  then, 
pass  with  the  reversion,  at  common  law?    There  is  no  authority  for  the 

(a)  Referring  to  1  Saand.  23S,  Barker  y.  Darner,  3  Mod.  336,  and  ThraU  v.  Gmmff,  1 
Wils.  165. 
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poBition  that  it  did  pass  with  the  reversion  to  the  assignee,  at  common 
law.  That  position  is,  in  effect,  contradicted  bj  Webb  y.  BunelL  I 
therefore  think  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  ^ . 

Maule,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  sixth  plea  is  bad  in  sub< 
stance.  The  declaration  states,  that  the  defendants  became  tenants  to 
the  plaintiff,  of  a  dwelling-honse  and  premises  upon  certain  terms,  one 
of  which  was,  that  they  should  keep  the  premises  in  repair ;  and,  that, 
in  consideration,  &c.,  the  defendants  promised  the  plaintiff  to  use  the  said 
dwelling-house  and  premises  in  a  tenant-tike  and  proper  manner  '^  during 
their  said  tenancy  thereof,"  (not  saying  "  to  the  plamtiff.")  It  then 
goes  on  to  aver  that  the  said  tenancy  of  the  defendants  of  the  said 
dwelling-house  and  premises,  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  continued  for  a 
long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  hitherto ;  and  states  that  the  defendants 
omitted  to  repair.  The  plea,  in  substance,  states,  that,  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  alleged  breach,  the  plaintiff  assigned  his  reversion  of  and 
in  the  •demised  premises,  and  that  he  thenceforth  ceased  to  hare  (-^q«q 
anything  in  the  demised  premises,  and  that  the  defendants  then  ^ 
ceased  to  be,  and  never  since  had  been,  tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  plea  does  not  seem  to  be  intended  to  set  up  that  the  defendants' 
tenancy  was  at  an  end ;  but  that  they  ceased  to  be  tenants  to  the  plain- 
tiff, by  becoming  tenants  to  somebody  else.  If  the  declaration  is  to  be 
considered  as  alleging  a  contract  by  the  defendants  to  repair  so  long  as 
they  continued  tenants  of  the  premises  under  the  demise  originally  made 
to  them  by  the  plaintiff,  the  plea  affords  no  answer.  But,  if  the  promise 
was  that  the  defendants  would  keep  the  premises  in  repair  so  long  only 
as  they  continued  tenants  to  the  plaintiffs  then  the  plea  would  be  an 
answer.  I  think,  however,  that  the  former  is  the  correct  construction. 
The  duties  that  ordinarily  devolve  upon  a  tenant,  continue  so  long  as  the 
tenancy  endures :  and  there  is  no  reason  for  restricting  the  covenant  to 
repair  to  the  duration  of  the  tenancy  under  a  particular  person.  No 
doubt,  the  covenant  might  have  been  so  limited.  But,  where  the  terms 
of  an  agreement  are  equivocal,  I  think  it  is  reasonable  to  construe  it  so 
as  to  make  the  duties  of  the  tenant  coextensive  in  point  of  duration  with 
the  continuance  of  the  tenancy.  I  think  this  declaration  ought  to  be  so 
construed :  and,  so  construing  it,  the  plea  is  no  answer  in  substance.  As 
to  the  plaintiff's  being  entitled  to  maintain  this  action,  notwithstanding 
that  he  may  have  parted  with  his  interest,  by  assigning  the  reversion,  I 
do  not  think  there  can  be  any  doubt.  The  demise  not  being  by  deed, 
the  right  to  sue  is  not  transferred  to  the  assignee  of  the  reversion,  by 
force  of  the  statute  32  H.  8,  c.  34.  If  not  transferred,  how  is  it  extin- 
guished ?  Two  persons  choose,  for  a  sufficient  consideration,  to  enter 
into  a  contract  For  a  breach  of  that  contract,  either  may  briiig  an 
action  against  the  *other,  subject  to  the  ordinary  exceptbns  as  p«QQ<| 
to  contracts'  for  doing  that  which  may  be  unlawful.    The  present  ^ 
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case  seems  to  me  to  fall  within  that  general  prinoiple ;  and  therefore  I 
think  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance. 

As  to  the  point  of  form,  I  own  I  have  considerable  doubt  whether  the 
plea  is  bad  on  that  score.  Though  it  does  state  that  the  tenancy  was 
put  an  end  to,  or  that  it  did  not  continue,  yet  it  does  not  so  state  gene- 
rally and  directly ;  it  is  rather  a  special  way  of  pointing  out  a  putting 
an  end  to  the  tenancy  by  a  particular  mode, — not  by  effluxion  of  time, 
or  eviction,  but  by  a  transfer  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  to  another.  It 
seems  to  me  to  be  rather  politic  to  hold  the  plea  not  to  be  bad  on  that 
ground,  seeing  that  that  mode  of  pleading  tends  to  narrow  the  issue,  and 
consequently  to  diminish  the  expense  of  the  trial.  I  should,  therefore,  be 
sorry  to  say,  decisively,  that  the  plea  b  bad  in  point  of  form. 

Gbssswell,  J.  I  also  think  the  plea  in  question  is  bad  in  substance. 
The  declaration  alleges  the  creation  of  a  tenancy,  and  that  it  continues. 
The  defendants  do  not,  by  their  plea,  deny  that  the  tenancy  continues; 
but  they  allege,  that,  by  reason  of  an  assignment  by  the  plaintiff  of  his 
reversion,  they  ceased  to  be  tenants  to  him.  If  the  plaintiff  were  dis-* 
abled  from  suing  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  after  he  had  parted  with 
his  interest  in  the  reversion,  such  a  plea  might  afford  an  answer  to  the 
action.  But,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  I  think  the  plea  is  clearly 
bad  in  substance.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  sue  for  the  breach  of 
contract.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


*934]  •BAILEY  and  Others  v.  ROBSON.    May  12. 

upon  8  motion  for  a  suggestion  to  deprive  a  plaintifT  of  costs,  under  the  129th  section  of  the 
county  court  act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  might  haTe 
sued  in  the  county  court :  the  defendant  must  show  affirmatively  that  he  was  bound  to 
have  recourse  to  the  inferior  jurisdiction, — that  is,  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  wholly, 
or  in  some  material  point,  within  the  jurisdiction. 

Simon,  on  a  former  day,  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  to 
show  cause  why  the  judgment  to  be  signed  in  this  cause  should  not  be 
for  the  amount  of  the  debt  recovered  only,  without  costs,  or  why  the 
plaintiffs  should  not  carry  in  the  record,  and  the  defendant  be  at  liberty 
to  enter  a  suggestion  thereon  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  costs, — 
the  verdict  being  for  less  than  20/.,  and  the  demand  being  one  for  which 
a  plaint  might  have  been  entered  in  a  county  court. 

The  motion  was  founded  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  who  was 
described  as  of  "  No.  6  Dundas  Terrace,  Woolwich,  in  the  county  of 
Kent,"  and  who  deposed  that  'Hhe  plaintiffs  are  iron-founders  and 
dealers  in  ordnance  stores,  and  carry  on  their  business  at  Wapping  WaU, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  which  is  distant  from  this  deponent's  resi* 
dence  and  place  of  business,  by  the  furthest  route,  less  than  nine  miles, 
and,  by  the  shortest  route,  about  four  miles ;  that  the  original  writ  of 
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smnmoBS  in  this  cause  was  issued  on  the  28d  of  Jnlj,  1847 ;  that  the 
action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  deponent  82. 15s.  9d.  only,  bemg 
the  balance  of  an  account  of  9/.  7«.  9(2.  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  tc 
the  deponent  by  the  plaintifis,  from  their  factory  at  Wapping  Wall  afore- 
said; that  the  cause  was  tried  on  the  9th  of  March  last,  before  the 
sheriff  of  Middlesex,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiffs  for  3/.  15«.  4d, ; 
that,  at  the  time  the  goods  were  so  sold  to  him  as  aforesaid,  he  resided,  and 
has  ever  since  resided,  and  still  does  reside,  at  6  Dundas  Terrace,  Woolwich, 
aforesaid,  and  during  the  whole  of  that  time  carried  on  his  said  business  at 
Woolwich  Road,  *Ea8t  Greenwich,  Kent ;  that  both  the  said  places  rmg^^ 
are  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  of  Kent,  holden  at 
Greenwich,  in  the  said  county,  which  was  duly  opened  for,  and  sum- 
monses issued  to  recover  debts  therein,  on  the  14th  of  April,  1847, 
where  the  plaintiffs  might  and  should  have  summoned  the  deponent  for 
their  said  debt  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  he,  the  defendant,  does  not,  nor 
do  the  said  plainti£b,  or  either  of  them,  to  the  knowledge  or  belief  of 
this  deponent,  hold  any  situation  in  the  said  county  court  holden  at 
Greenwich  aforesaid,  nor  are  they  in  anywise  connected  therewith,  to 
the  best  of  this  deponent's  knowledge  and  belief." 

Lush  showed  cause.  The  defendant  has  not,  by  his  affidavit,  brought 
himself  within  the  129th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95.(a)  It  is  not 
shown  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  the  county  in  which  the  defendant 
dwells,  nor  is  it  stated  where  the  plaintiffs  reside.  The  defendant's 
residence,  it  appears,  is  in  Kent ;  and  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods 
seem  to  have  tiJcen  place  in  Middlesex.  The  affidavit,  therefore,  does 
not,  and  could  not,  negative  all  the  cases  in  which  a  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion is  reserved  to  the  superior  courts  by  s.  128.(&) 

*Simony  in  support  of  his  rule.     The  cause  being  one  in  which  r^ogg 
the  county  court  has  jurisdiction  by  the  first  part  of  the  68th  ^ 
section,  {e)  and  the  affidavit  showing  that  the  defendant  resides  within 

(a)  Which  enacts,  "  thtt,  if  tny  action  ahall  be  oommenoad,  after  the  paaaing  of  thia  act,  in  any 
of  Her  Majesty's  snperior  courts  of  record,  for  any  eautc,  oiker  than  f  Ams  loslly  kereinbrfcrt 
(s.  128]  tpmjUdt  in  which  a  plaint  might  have  been  entered  in  any  court  holden  under  this 
act,  and  a  verdict  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  a  leaa  sum  than  201.,  if  the  aaid  action  ia 
foanded  on  contract,  or  less  than  5Z.,  if  it  be  founded  on  tort,  the  aaid  plaintifl*  ahall  have  judgment 
to  recover  such  sum  only,  and  no  costs ;  and,  if  a  verdict  ahall  not  be  found  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  his  coats  as  between  attorney  and  client,  unleaa,  in  either  caae,  the 
judge  who  ahall  try  the  cause,  shall  certify  on  the  back  of  the  record  that  the  action  waa  fit  to 
be  brought  in  such  superior  court.** 

(D  Which  enacts,  "  that  aU  actiona  and  proceedings  which,  before  the  paaaing  of  that  act, 
might  have  been  brought  in  any  of  Her  Migeaty's  superior  courts  of  record,  where  the  plain- 
tiff dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant,  or  whore  the  cauae  of  action  did  not 
ariae  wholly  or  in  some  material  point  within  the  juriadiction  of  the  court  within  which  the 
defendant  dwells  or  csrries  on  his  business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  or  tnlsrs  any  t^ktr 
rf  Oc  eouniy  court  ikaU  he  a  party,  except  in  respect  to  any  claim  to  any  goods  and  chattels 
taken  in  execution  of  the  process  of  the  court,  or  the  proceeds  or  value  thereof,  may  be  brought 
and  determined  in  any  such  snperior  court,  at  the  electfon  of  the  party  suing  or  proceeding,  aa 
if  thia  act  had  not  been  passed.'* 

(f)  Which  enacts,  "  that  aU  pleas  of  personal  actions,  where  the  debt  or  damage  claimed  is 
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twenty  miles  of  his  creditors,  the  case  is  clearly  brought  within  the  129lk 
section.  The  60th  section  enacts  ^Hhat  such  summons  may  issue  in  aay 
district  in  which  the  defendant,  or  one  of  the  defendants,  shall  dwell  or 
carry  on  his  business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought;  or,  by  leaTe  of 
the  court  for  the  district  in  which  the  defendant,  or  one  of  the  defendants, 
shall  have  dwelt  or  carried  on  his  business  at  some  time  within  six 
calendar  months  next  before  the  time  of  the  action  brought,  or  in  whidi 
the  cause  of  action  arose,  such  summons  may  issue  in  either  of  such  last- 
mentioned  courts."  [Y.  Williams,  J.  The  question  is  not,  whether 
the  county  court  had.  jurisdiction  in  the  matter;  but  whether  the  plain- 
tiffs were  bound  to  resort  to  it.]  To  entitle  the  defendant  to  enter  a 
suggestion,  it  is  enough  if  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  plaintiffii  might 
have  sued  in  the  county  court  for  Kent.  [Wilbb,  0.  J.  What  woxtb 
do  you  rely  on  to  show  that  they  were  bound  to  go  there  ?]  The  afl&davit 
♦Q^71  *^^^^^^^^7  ^^^  ^^^  precisely  and  positively  allege  that  the  caose 
J  of  action  arose  in  Kent. 

WiLPE,  G.  J.  The  affidavit  upon  which  this  rule  was  moved,  is  deariy 
insufficient.  To  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  costl^,  wh^e  he  sues  in  a  superior 
court  for  a  debt  of  less  than  20/.,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  that  he  might 
have  sued  in  the  county  court;  the  defendant  must  affirmatively  show 
that  he  was  bound  to  have  recourse  to  the  inferior  jurisdiction.  Upon 
the  present  occasion,  the  defendant's  affidavit  does  not  show  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  Kent.  Under  the  circumstances  stated,  there* 
fore,  there  is  nothing  in  the  129th  section  to  preclude  the  plaintiffs  from 
suing  in  the  superior  court.     The  rule  must  be  discharged,  with  costs. 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring,  Rule  discharged,  with  costs. 

not  more  than  20Z.,  whether  on  balance  of  account  or  otherwise,  may  be  holden  in  the  couoiy 
court,  without  vfriC* 
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Upon  A  motion  for  a  auggeetion  to  deprive  a  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  129th  section  of  tlie 
county  court  act,  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  the  affidavit  must  distinctly  show  that  the  defend^t 
dwelt  or  carried  on  his  business  within  the  local  jurisdiction,  at  the  time  of  the  action  fyvught  : 

.  it  IS  not  enough  to  show  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  there. 

It  must  also  negative  the  parties  being  officers  of  the  county  court. 

Dbbt,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  money  found  due  upon  an 
account  stated. 

At  the  trial  before  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex,  on  the  18th  of  April  last, 
the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  IIL  16s,  lid. ;  and,  on  the  14th,  he 
signed  judgment,  and  issued  execution  fcnr  debt  and  costs. 
*9381  *^y^y  8erjt.,  on  the  first  day  of  the  present  term,  obtaii;ied 
^  a  rule,  <)alling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment 
and  execution  should  not  be  set  aside  for  irregularity ;  and  why  the 
judgment  should  not  be  entered  up  for  the  debt  only,  without  costs ;  or 


5  Mannino,  Granger,  &  Scott.  ft88 

why  the  defendant  should  not  be  ftt  liber^  to  ent«r  a  soggestion  <m  the 
reoordy  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  eosts.  The  affidavit  upon  which  the 
motion  was  fonnded,  stated,  ^^  that  the  defendant  is  a  retail  batcher, 
residing  and  carrying  on  business  in  High  street,  Portland  Town,  in  the 
parish  of  Mary  Je-bone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex ;  that  the  oaose  of 
action  arose  within  the  jnrisdiction  ol  the  court  in  Middlesex,  within 
which  the  defendant  dwells  and  carricis  on  his  bosiness;  and  that  the 
action  was  bronght  in  March  last,  to  recover  111  16<.  Ilc2.,  for  meat 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defen4iMit/' 

Qa$eUe^  Serjt.,  now  showed  cause.  The  defendant's  affidavit  does  not 
bring  the  case  within  the  129th  section  of  the  9  A;  10  Vict.  c.  96;(«) 
it  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  resided  (mt  carried  on  his  bnsiness 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Middlesex  eonnty  court,  eith»  at  the  ^e 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  or  at  the  time  of  action  brought ;  he  might 
have  come  there  since.  In  Thome  v.  Jaok9<mj  8  Man.  Gr.  &;  S.  661, 
upon  a  motion  for  a  suggestion  under  ^e  Middlesex  court  of  requests 
act  (28  G.  2,  c.  88,  s.  19),  the  defendant,  in  his  affidavit,  described  him- 
self as  ^^  of  No.  61  Bedford  Bow,  Holborn,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex ;" 
and  alleged  that  he,  ^'  before  and  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  was, 
and  ever  since  had  been,  and  still  was,  inhabiting  and  resident  in  Bed 
ford  Bow,  ^foresaid,  and  that  he,  for  and  during  all  that  time,  was,  and 
still  was,  liable  to  be  *summoned  to  the  court  of  requests  held  at  rvooa 
Kingsgate  street,  Holborn,  qforesati,  and  that  the  cause  of 
action,  and  every  part  thereof,  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
court;  and  it  was  held  that  this  affidavit  did  not  allege,  with  sufficient 
distinctness,  that  the  defendant  resided  in  Bedford  Bow,  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  or  that  the  court  of  requests  held  at  Elingsgate  street, 
was  the  Middlesex  court  of  requests.  ^^  The  affidavit,"  says  Wildb,  C. 
J.,  ^^  upon  which  the  motion  is  founded,  should  show,  with  a  reasonable 
degree  of  certainty,  that  the  applicant  is  a  person  entitled  to  the  relief 
he  seeks.  Now,  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  what  is  sworn  here,  that, 
though  the  defendant  was  resident  in  Bedford  Bow,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  at  the  time  the  affidavit  woe  made^  he  might  have  resided,  at 
the  time  the  action  wae  eommeneedy  in  another  part  of  Bedford  BoWy 
which  may  be  in  the  city  of  London.  He  has,  therefore,  failed  to  show 
with  due  certainty  that  he  was  resident  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  at 
the  time  of  suit."  That  case  is  precisely  in  point.  The  affidavit  is  also 
defective  in  not  negativing  the  parties'  being  officers  of  the  county 
court.(&) 

BtfleSf  Serjt,  in  support  of  lus  rule.  The  affidavit  shows  that  the 
defendant  resides  and  carries  on  his  business  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Middlesex  county  court,  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  that 

(a)  See  the  leetion,  antd,  p.  935. 

(»)  See  AfMCM  T.  NiOolh,  antd,  p.  S4B. 

8o2 
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jurisdiction,  and  that  the  debt  was  one  for  which  a  summons  might  hare 
issued  from  that  court,  under  the  60th  section  of  the  act.  {a)  [Wilde, 
C.  J.  Is  it  not  essential  that  the  affidavit  should  show  that  the  defendant 
resided  within  the  jurisdiction  to  which  he  claims  to  be  amenable,  at  the 
Ume  of  action  brought  f  Orbsswbll,  J.  Unless  the  defendant  is,  at  the 
*Qii01  *^™®  ^^  action  brought,  *re8ident  within  some  local  jurisdiction  in 
-I  which  the  plaintiff  is  hound  to  sue  him,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
superior  courts  is  not  taken  away.]  The  60th  section  enables  the  plain- 
tiff to  sue  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  dwells  or  carries  on  his 
business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought;  or,  with  the  leave  of  the 
court,  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  shall  have  dwelt  or  carried 
on  his  business  at  some  time  within  six  calendar  months  before  action 
brought, — or  in  the  district  in  which  the  cause  of  action  arose.  [V, 
Williams,  J.  There  is  a  material  difference  between  impotoering  the 
plaintiff  to  sue  in  the  inferior  court,  and  compelling  him  to  do  so.] 

Bylea  admitting  that  his  affidavit  was  defective  in  the  particulars 
pointed  out,  the  rule  was  Discharged,  with  costs. 

(a)  See  the  aectioii,  antd,  p.  935. 
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ACCEPTANCE  OF  GOODS. 
See  Sunday  Tsadiro. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 
See  Flbadiho,  III.  ii. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
See  HusBAHD  axd  Wife. 

ADDING  PLEAS. 
See  Practics,  III. 

AFFIDAVIT. 
L  H&mmiiiiUed, 

A  rale  nifft  for  a  commiMioD  to  examine  wit- 
neaee  was  obtained  upon  an  affidavit  inti- 
tuled "H.  J.,  plaintiff,  and  G.  A.  F.  L. 
Cimont  commonly  called  Viscount  Cnrxon, 
defendant,"  the  title  of  the  cause  being 
"H.  J.  ▼.  G,  A.  F,  L,  Howe,  commonly 
called  Viscount  Cunon:"'^Heldt  insuffi- 
cient.   JM  T.  Lord  Cursom»  Page  205 

II.  Form  of  Jurat, 
Interlmeaium,]  In  the  jurat  of  an  affidavit  of 
the  due  taking  of  an  acknowledgment  at  Cal- 
cutta, the  name  of  one  of  the  deponents  was 
interlined: — Heidf  that  the  affidavit  could 
not  be  reoeived.    /•  re  Mary  Jane  Fagam, 

436 
And  see  Husband  and  Wits,  I. 

nL  On  Plea  of  Non-joinder  of  a  Co-eon- 
traetor,^See  Pleading,  III.  iii. 

iV.  Verifying  CeHiJUate  of  AeknowUdgment 
taken  a6rea<{.—^et  Husband  and  Win,  I. 

AGENT. 
.    Ataherity  ^.— i^st  Factor. 


AGREEMENT. 
Construction  of. 

1.  By  a  written  agreement,  the  plaintiff  under- 
took to  do  work  for  the  defendant  on  the 
houses  "  in  South  Street  and  Southampton 
Street.' '  It  appesred  that,  at  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  the  defendant  had  land  and 
houses  in  South  Street,  but  had  nothing  in 
Southsmpton  Street  ^— Held,  that,  the  agree- 
ment being  unambiguous,  evidence  was  not 
admissible  to  show  that  the  word  '*  and" 
was  inserted  by  mistake ;  and  that  it  was  a 
misdirection  to  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
what  was  the  intentfon  of  the  parties.  Hitdk" 
in  V.  Groom.  515 

2.  By  an  agreement  under  seal,  the  plaintiff 
engaged,  daring  the  period  of  three  years,  to 
supply  the  defendants,— a  gas  company  in- 
corporated by  act  of  parliament, — with  such 
quantities  of  pipes,  dtc,  ae  ekauld,  from  time 
to  time,  during  the  eaid  period,  he  required 
hy  the  defendants,  at  given  prices : — Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  supply  all 
such  pipes  as  the  company  might  reasonably 
require  for  all  such  works  as  they  were  actu- 
ally carrying  on  under  the  authority  of  their 
act.  Whiiekouee  v.  The  Lioerpoa  New  Gae- 
Light  and  Coke  Coa^ny.  796 

And  set  CoNTXACT. 

AMBIGUITY. 
Latent,  may  be  explained  ;  patent,  makes  the 
instrument  wholly  void.  520  («) 

AID— PRAYER,  539,  n. 

AMENDMENT. 

L  Cf  Writ  of  Summene. 

The  court  fefiiied  to  allow  the  dates  of  writs 

(941) 
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of  Bummoiit  to  be  tltorod,  fer  the  purpose 
of  preTentiog  the  plaintiff's  claim  from  being 
bsrred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Coa^ 
Ml  T.  Smart.  Page  196 

II.  0/£ae»rd— iSMPRAcncx,  X. 
III.  OfCeHijiaa^ofAdmomUigmaU, 
See  HusBAiTD  axtd  Wife,  I. 
IV.  Coeteof. 
Where  a  defendant  came  to  the  court  in  aveza- 
tiouB  and  expensive  manner,  to  apply  for  an 
amendment  that  might  have  been  obtained 
at  chambers,  his  role  was  discharged  with 
costs,  unless  he  would  consent  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  amendment.       The  Duke  of 
Brwuwiek  v.  Sloman,  218 

APPOINTMENT. 
BteeuiioHof, 

A.,  a  copyholder  in  fee,  in  contemplation  of 
her  marriage  with  B.,  surrendered  the  copy- 
hold to  the  lord,  to  the  intent  that  he  might 
re-grant  to  the  use  of  A.  until  the  marriage ; 
and,  after  the  marriage,  to  the  use  of  B.  for 
life ;  and,  after  his  decease,  to  A.  and  her 
assigns  for  life ;  and,  after  her  decease,  to 
the  use  of  such  child  and  children  of  the 
marriage,  and  for  such  estate,  &e.,  charged 
with  any  sum  or  sums  for  any  other  of  their 
children,  as  A.  should  by  deed  or  will 
appofait,  &c. ;  and,  in  defkuit  of  appointment, 
to  the  use  of  all  the  children  of  the  marriage 
in  equal  shares;  and,  in  default  or  failure 
of  such  children,  then,  af^  the  decease  of 
B.,  to  the  use  of  A.,  her  heirs  and  assigns. 
The  marriage  took  place,  and  two  sons 
havfaig  been  bom.  A.,  by  a  will,  referring  to 
the  power,  doTised  and  appointed  the  tene- 
ment to  her  eldest  son  C,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  after  the  decease  of  B.,  upon  con- 
dition that  C.  ahould  pay  to  D.,  her  second 
son,  2001.  within  one  year  afler  the  decease 
of  B.,  or  on  D.'s  attaining  the  age  of  twenty- 
one.  The  will  then  proceeded — "but,  in 
case  neither  of  my  sons  aforesaid  shall  be 
living  at  the  deceass  of  B.,  then  I  do  give, 
devise,  difect,  and  appoint  the  said  copyhold 
measnage,  dtc.,  unto  E.  (the  father  of  B.), 
his  heirs  and  assigns,"  in  trust  for  sale. 

Aft^t  the  date  of  the  will,  four  other  chil- 
dMtt  Were  bom  of  the  marriage.  A.  died, 
living  B.    C.  and  D.  died  before  B.  :-^ 

Held  (in  affirmance  of  the  judgment  in  the 
Common  Pleas),  that  the  appointment  in 
favour  of  C.  was  not  rendered  void  by  the 
subsequent  limitation  to  E.,  notwithstanding 
that  the  limitation  to  E.  was  to  a  person 
inc^able  of  uking.  Voedem,  BUmfidd  v. 
Eyre.  713 

ARBITRAMENT. 

I.  Ceuree  efprteeeding  before  ike  itrfttlmtor. 

1.  An  vbitrator  has  a  geiwral  diseretiott  a»  to 


the  mode  of  conducting  the  inquiry  before 
him.    TVUoai  v.  Cepp.  Page  211 

2.  The  court  refused  to  set  aside  an  award,  <m 
the  ground  that  the  arbitrator  had  declined  to 
permit  a  stranger  to  be  present  for  the  pur- 
pose of  sssisting  the  defendsnt's  attorney 
with  practical  hints  for  the  conduct  of  the 
defence.  Ibii. 

II.  MUeamduet  of  ArhUraior. 

It  is  no  ground  for  granting  a  rale,  calling  upon 
a  plaintiff  to  ahow  cause  why  an  award  made 
in  his  fovour  should  not  be  set  aside,  that  the 
arbitrator  allowed  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to 
call  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  own  case, — 
that,  after  the  case  had  been  closed  on  both 
sides,  he  obtained  information  from  each 
party  in  the  abeence  of  the  other — and  that, 
after  the  hearing,  and  before  making  his 
award,  he  dined  wifli  one  of  the  partiea  and 
his  witnesses.    Crateley  v.  Cloy.  581 

III.  Judgwtemt  non  obstante  Veredicto. — Con- 
tingent Datnaget.'^Mutual  SeUatef. 
By  an  order  of  reference,  a  verdict  was  taken 
for  the  plaintiff,  damagea  5001.,  subject  to 
the  award  of  a  barrister,  who  wss  empowered 
to  direct  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  as  he  should 
think  proper,  and  to  whom  the  cause  and  all 
matters  in  difference  between  the  parties 
were  referred, — the  costs  of  the  suit  to  abide 
the  event  of  the  award,  &c.  The  order  alao 
contained  the  usual  clause  precluding  the 
psrties  fit>m  bringing  sny  writ  of  error,  &c. 
The  arbitrator,  by  his  award,  directed  that 
a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
second  and  fifth  inues,  and  on  all  the  other 
iasues  (some  going  to  the  vrhole  cause  of 
action)  for  the  defendant ;  and  he  assessed 
the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  iasues 
found  for  him  at  Is.,  "  which  sum,  except 
for  my  finding  upon  the  other  issues,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  in  the 
cause."  As  to  the  mattera  in  difference,  he 
awarded  that  neither  party  had  any  claim 
against  the  other  in  respect  thereof;  end  he 
directed  that  they  should  each,  upon  the  re- 
quisition of  the  other  of  them,  and  at  the 
costs  of  the  psrty  requiring  the  same,  sign 
and  deliver  mutual  general  releases,  &c. 

One  of  the  mattera  preseed  upon  the  arbi- 
trator, was,  that  two  of  the  pleas  (the  issues 
upon  the  rejoindere  to  the  repliestions  to 
which  were  afterwards  found  for  the  defend- 
ant) were  bad  in  law,  and  he  waa  requested, 
on  the  psrt  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  event  of  hii 
finding  thoee  pleas  proved,  to  enter  jndg* 
ment  for  him,  non  oUtanie  veredicto,— 'whidi 
the  arbitretor  thought  he  had  no  power  to 
do,  and  which  he  did  not  do  ?^ 

Hdd,  that  the  arbitretor  had  no  power  to 
enter  judgment  non  obeiante  veroiitU  ;  tbac 
the  award  was  sufldeatly  eerMio  in  respect 
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tf  dte  cairtiBftBt  Miiwimmit  of  doB^^e 
and  that  the  directbn  as  to  mutual  rakates 
was  ttoobjactionabla.  Tobjf  v.  ZMn&Mid. 

Page  770 
ASSAULT. 
CeHifeate  under  9  O.  4,  c.  31,  f.  88. 
A  party  haviag  bean  aumononed  before  two 
jualicea,  under  the  9  G.  4,  c.  31,  a.  27,  for 
an  aaaault,  and  having  appeared  and  pleaded 
not  guilty,  the  complainant  declined  to  pro- 
eeed,  auting  that  he  meant  to  bring  an  action. 
The  juatices  thereupon  diamiased  the  com- 
plaint, and  gave  the  defendant  a  certificate 
aa  folbwa : — 

**  We  deemed  the  offence  not  proved,  inaa- 
roach  aa  the  complainant  did  not  offer  any 
evidence  in  support  of  the  information;  and 
have  accordingly  disniiaaed  the  said  com- 
plaint:"— 

Hdd,  that  what  passed  before  the  justices 
constituted  a  "hearing"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  27th  aection ;  and  that  the  certificate 
waa  a  complete  bar  to  an  action  for  the  aame 
assault,  under  a.  28.    TunnicUffe  v.  Tedd, 

553 
ASSUMPSIT. 
Executed  Ceneideratitm. 

Tha  fttber  of  an  illegitimate  chiM  promised 
tlie  mother,  that,  if  aha  would  abatain  firom 
afiUiattng  the  child,  he  would  pay  her  2t.  6d, 
par  week  for  ita  maintenance.  The  mother 
did  BO  abatain,  and  aufllered  tha  time  limited 
by  the  atatute  for  obtaining  an  order  of  affili- 
ation to  expire: — Heldt  that  the  promiae 
boand  tha  father,  and  that  indabitatua  aa- 
•imipait  lay,  the  conaidaratioR  having  been 
•xeeutad.     Lmnegar  v.  HmUL  437 

ASSURANCE. 
See  IirsmiAacs. 

ATTESTING  WITNESS. 
See  EriDXifCB,  II. 

ATTORNEY. 
TaxaiioH  of  Bia. 
Where  a  jndga  at  chambers,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  discretion,  in  referring  an  attornay*a  bill 
for  taxation,  under  the  6  &.  7  Vict.  c.  73,  s. 
37,  reserves  to  the  client  liberty  to  question 
the  retainer,  and  restrains  the  attorney  fiom 
'  bringing  an  action  upon  the  bill  pending  the 
reference, — the  court  will  not  interfiBra,  with- 
out atrong  ground  for  ao  doing.    In  re  Wil- 
liam Pyne,  407 

AUTHORITY. 
See  Factox. 

AWARD. 
See  Aebitkaiisxt. 

VOL.  v.— 74 


BANKRUPT. 
I.  Sighte  of  A$eigneee. 

1.  A.,  in  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  against 
B.,  a  trader,  signed  final  Judgment  under  a 
judge*a  order  on  the  7th  of  March.  On  Uia 
9th,  B.  aigned  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
Lord  Chanceilor*a  aecretary  of  bankrupta  a 
declaration  of  inaolvency,  and  on  the  aama 
day  a  notice  of  having  ao  filed  auch  declara* 
tion  of  insolvency,  was  served  both  on  A, 
and  on  his  attorney.  On  the  9th  of  April* 
a  OS.  fa.  was  issued  againat  B.  in  the  action, 
indoraed  to  take  46/.  U.  6d.,  and  waa  deli- 
vered to  an  oflicer  of  the  afaerifif  of  Middle- 
aex,  who,  on  the  same  day,  took  B.  in  exe* 
cution.  B.  being  taken  in  the  cuatody  of  tha 
officer  to  a  lock-up  houae,  on  the  aaid  9th  of 
April  paid  one  of  the  assistanta  of  auch  oflS- 
cer  the  amount  indoraed  on  the  ea.  ea.  Thia 
aum  waa  part  of  the  aaaeta  of  B.  when  ao 
paid,  and  it  waa  on  the  Uth  of  April  handed 
over  by  the  aaaistant  who  received  it  to  tha 
officer,  who  paid  it  to  A. 'a  attorney,  who 
af^erwarda  paid  it  to  A.  On  the  30th  of 
April,  a  JuU  in  bankruptcy  iasoed  againat 
B.,  founded  on  the  declaration  of  inaolvency, 
under  which  B.  was,  on  the  Ist  of  May,  duly 
declared  a  bankrupt  :^ 

Heldf  that  the  aaaigneea  of  B.  were  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  46/.  Is.  6<i.  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  Folleti  v. 
Hoppe,  Page  896 

2.  The  defendanta  bought  gooda  at  the  ^op  of 
A.,  af^er  notice  that  A.  had  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  abaoonding,  and  claim- 
ed to  aet  off  againat  the  price  a  debt  dua  to 
them  from  A.  A  fiat  having  afterwards  ia- 
aued  againat  A.,  hia  aaaigneea  sent  in  an  in- 
voice, and  demanded  payment  for  the  gooda 
ao  bought  by  the  defendanta :  ^ 

Hddt  that  the  aaaigneea  did  not  thereby  ao 
afikm  the  aale  aa  to  diaentitle  them  to  main- 
tain trover  for  the  gooda,  upon  a  aubaeqnent 
demand  and  refusal.     Valpy  r.  Sandere,  886 

II.  Bend  gwen  pureuant  to  1  4-  3  Viet,  e.  110, 
a.  8. 

To  an  action  in  C.  P.  by  A.,  obligee,  against 
B.,  obligor,  on  a  bond  given  under  the  1  h. 
2  Vict.  c.  no,  a.  8,  B.  pleaded,  that,  after  tha 
making  of  the  bond,  A.  brought  an  action, 
and  recovered  judgment,  againat  C,  tha 
principal  debtor,  in  B.  R.,  and  iaaued  a  ea, 
ea,f  under  which  C.  wa» taken;  that  C, 
before  the  time  for  rendering  according  to  tha 
practice  of  that  court,  waa,  according  to  such 
practice,  arreated  under  the  writ,  and  waa 
detained  in  execution,  in  cuatody,  under  tha 
vrrit,  upon  tha  judgment  ao  recovered,  and 
according  to  each  practice, — ^which  practice, 
than,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  tha 
making  of  tha  bond,  axiated  until  and  after 
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the  retnni  day  of  dw  ea.  m.  ;  thit»  fiom  the 
reoovery  of  he  judgment,  until  C.  was  eo 
wrested,  C.  was  always  ready  and  willing 
to  render  himself  to  the  custody  of  the 
gaoler  of  the  court,  according  to  the  said 
practice ;  that,  by  reason  of  C.  having  been 
so  arrested  and  detained  in  execution,  and 
of  the  premises,  C.  was,  by  such  practice, 
discharged  firom  rendering  himself  according 
to  the  condition ;  and  that  the  defendant, 
and  D.,  his  co-surety,  were,  as  such  sureties, 
by  the* practice  of  the  court,  discharged 
fiom  rendering  C.  according  to  the  condi- 
tion:— 

SanUe,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  not  show- 
ing that  C.  had  been  prevented  by  A.  from 
rendering,  or  that  it  had  become  impoisible 
that  C.  should  render.  Hayward  v.  Ben- 
nett. Page  593 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
See  HusBAKD  avd  Wm. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
L  LiabUUff  of  Acceptor, 

BUI  aecef^ei  fty  an  Agent,]  — A  bill  of  exchange, 

addressed  to  the  defendsnt  by  the  name  of 

<*  William  B.,"  was  accepted  by  his  wife,  by 

writing  across  it,  her  own  name,  **  Mary 

B."    There  was  no  evidence  of  any  expreis 

authority  in  the  wife  so  to  accept  the  bill ; 

but,  on  its  being  presented  to  the  husband, 

after  it  had  become  due,  he  aaid  he  knew 

all  about  it,  that  the  bill  was  a  millinery  bill 

.    (for  which  the  huaband  appeared  to  be  lia- 

.    ble),  and  that  he  would  pay  it  very  shortly : 

.  — HeU,  that  he  was  liable  aa  acceptor.  jJn- 

due  T.  Bradwdl,  583 

IL  Notice  of  Dishonour, 

,The  following  notice  was  sent  to  the  defend- 
ant, the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange  :— *<  5th 
January,  1847.  I  am  the  holder  of  a  bill 
drawn  by  3rou  on  L.  M.  Mendelssohn  for 
982.  15«.,  which  became  due  yesterday,  the 
4th  inatant,  and  ti  unpaid  ;  and  I  have  to 
atate,  that  unless  the  same  is  paid  to  me 

.  immediately,  1  shall  take  proceedings  against 
you  without  delay  for  the  amount.*'    At  the 

•  foot  was  added,  '*  neiing,  5«.*'  There  was 
no  signature  to  the  note ;  but  the  person 
who  delivered  it,  informed  the  defendant 
from  whom  it  came  : — Held^  that  this  notice 
conveyed  sufficient  intimation  to  the  drawer 
that  the  bill  liad  been  presented,  and  dis- 
honoured, and  that  the  holder  looked  to  him 
for  payment.    Armttrong  v.  Chrietiani,  687 

in.  Accommodation  BUI 

The  acceptor  of  an  accommodation  bill  is  not 
entitled,  in  an  action  ai^ainst  the  drawer  upon 
his  implied  contract  of  indemnity,  to  recover 
costs  incurred  in  defending  an  action  brought 


against  himself  upon  the  bitt.     BteA  v. 

Jomee.  Pa|B€96 

AMtd  eee  SruKt^UL 

IV.  Alteration  m. 

Effect  of  alteration  of  date,  185  (e). 

BOND. 

Condition  impossible  of  performance.  596  (s). 
And  eee  Bankbitpt,  II. 

BRITISH  CONSUL. 

Afidavit  $wom  hrfore. — iSee  Husbawd  axb 

Wife,  I.  ir.  5. 


CA.SA. 

See  Weit  or  Eeeoe. 

CASE. 


I.  For  NegUgei 

i.  Ohetructing  a  Na»igatum,]^h  Where  a 
veasel  is  sunk  by  accident,  and  without  any 
defonlt  in  the  owner  or  hie  servant,  in  a 
navigable  river,  and  remains  there  under 
water,  no  duty  is  ordinarily  cast  upon  the 
owner  to  use  any  precaution,  by  placing  a 
buoy  or  other wiae,  to  prevent  other  veaaeli 
fiom  striking  against  it.  The  owner  is  there- 
fore not  liable  to  an  indictment,  or  to  an 
action  at  the  suit  of  a  party  sustaining  epe- 
cial  damage,  in  respect  of  such  ominion. 
Brown  v.  Mallett.  599 

2.  Where  a  declaration,  after  stating  certain 
facta,  alleges  that  it  thereupon  became  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  do  a  certain  act, 
such  allegation  is  to  be  understood  as  a  mere 
exposition  of  the  legal  liability  supposed  to 
result  from  the  previously  stated  faicts,^aB, 
an  assertion  that  the  defendant  became 
thereby  bound  by  law  to  do  the  act,— end 
not  as  a  distinct  substantive  allegation.  IM. 

3.  In  such  a  case,  the  word  "  thereupon"  is  to 
be  understood  not  merely  as  *'  afterwards,'* 
but  as  equivalent  to  "  thereby."  Hid. 

4.  Unless  the  duty  results,  m  aU  ca$e$,  fiom 
the  facta,  a  declaration  ao  framed  is  bad  in 
substance.  Ibid. 

5.  The  allegation  of  duty  is  superfluous,  where 
the  facts  stated  show  a  legal  liability,  and 
it  is  useless  where  they  do  not.  Hid. 

ii.  Keeping  ferocioue  Animals.] — 1.  In  case  for 
injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's  sheep  by  a  fero- 
cious dog  kept  by  the  defendant,  he  know- 
ing it  to  be  of  ferocious  and  mischievoui 
disposition,  "  not  guilty,"  puts  in  issue  the 
ferocity  of  the  dog  and  the  scienter,  those 
mattera  forming  the  aubstanoe  of  the  char^. 
Card  V.  Case,  623 

2.  The  allegation  of  duty  in  the  defendant  to 
use  due  and  reasonable  care  and  precautioo 
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m  kaeptng  the  animal,  is  an  immaterial  alle 
getion.  Page  623 

U.  Fqt  Fraudulenily  imitating  Trade  MarltM, 

1.  An  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained 
by  a  manufacturer  against  another  manufac- 
turer who  marks  his  goods  with  the  known 
and  accustomed  mark  of  the  plaintiff— where 
the  mark  used  by  the  defendant  resembles 
the  plaintiff's  mark  so  closely  as  to  be  calcu- 
lated to  deceive,  and  as  to  induce  persons  to 
believe  the  defendant's  goods  to  be  of  the 
plaintiff's  manufacture,— and  the  defendant 
uses  such  msrk  with  intent  to  deceive, — and 
sells  the  goods  so  marked,  as  and  lor  goods 
of  the  plaintiff's  manufacture ;  and  proof  of 
special  damage  is  not  necessary.  B^er$Y. 
NowUl  109 

2.  In  such  cases,  it  is  enough,— at  least  after 
verdict,— to  allege  generally,  that,  by  means 
of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff  was  deprived 
of  the  sale  of  divers  large  quantities  of 
goods,  and  loat  the  profits  that  would 
otherwise  have  accrued  to  him  there&om. 

Und. 
CHECK. 
Nature  of  contract.  485(a). 

Venue.] — In  an  action  upon  a  banker's  check, 
the  venue  cannot  be  changed,  upon  the  com- 
mon affidavit.     WM  v.  Inwards,  483 

CHRISTIAN  NAME. 
See  PLSADme,  IV. 

CO.CONTRACTOR. 
PUa  ef  N^n'joinder  of—^ee  PLBAnmo,  III.  iii. 

COMMITMENT. 
See  CoKvicTiON. 

CONDITION. 
See  MoKET  Had  akd  Rbcsitbd. 

CONTINGENT  DAMAGES. 
See  AEBiTBAjixirr,  III. 

CONTINGENT  DEVISE,  747(a). 

CONTRACT. 
I.  Canatmetionof. 
On  the  28th  of  November,  1844,  the  defendant 
oontracted  to  supply  the  plaintiff  with  150 
tons  of  C8st-in>n  girders,  according  to  draw- 
ings to  be  provided  by  the  plaintiff's  archi- 
tect,— ^50  tons  to  be  delivered  on  or  before 
the  31st  of  December,  1844 ;  50  tons,  on  or 
before  the  28th  of  January,  1845 ;  and  50 
tons  on  or  before  the  31st  of  March,  1845, 
—provided  the  drawings  for  the  first  50  tons 
were  delivered  within  three  days,  and  the 
drawings  for  the  remainder,  within  three 
weeks.  Some  plans  were  sent  to  the  defend- 
ant on  the  5th  of  December,  and,  on  the  16th, 
•n  order  was  given  to  him  for  girdera, 


amovnting  to  about  fourteen  tone.  On  the 
13th  of  March,— after  the  defendant  had 
declined  to  perform  the  contract,  by  reason 
of  the  delay,— further  plana  were  furnished, 
and  a  further  order  given  for  girders,  amonAt- 
ing  to  about  50  tons,  and  the  girders  ordered 
on  the  16th  of  December  were  demanded. 
The  jury  found  that  the  drawings  were  not 
delivered  within  a  reasonable  time  s^UM, 
that  the  contract  was  entire ;  and  that,  aa 
the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  furnish  drawings 
for  the  whole  150  tons,  within  a  reaaonable 
time,  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  for  any 
non-delivery  of  girdera.    Kingdom  v.  Cox, 

Page  522 
Andeee  AexEBMSirr. 

II.  Seetraint  of  Trade, 
A.  oontracted  to  serve  B.  and  his  partner  or 
partners  for  the  time  being,  for  seven  years, 
in  his  business  of  a  glass  and  alkali  manu- 
facturer, and  at  all  times  during  the  term  to 
do  his  best  endeavoura,  and  use  his  utmost 
care  and  diligence  in  the  works;  and, 
further,  that  he  would  not,  at  any  time  during 
the  term,  neglect  or  absent  himself  from  the 
•aid  aervice,  without  the  oonaent  in  writing 
of  B.  or  hia  partner  or  partners  for  the  time 
being,  or  either  or  such  of  them  as  should 
carry  on  the  buainess ;  nor  would  work  for 
or  serve  any  other  person  or  persons,  with- 
out such  consent :— in  consideration  of  which 
service,  B.  agreed  to  pay  A.  24f .  per  week 
for  a  certain  amount  of  work,  and  to  find  him 
aome  other  description  of  work,  provided  be 
should  not  require  that  quantity  of  the  speci- 
fied work,  so  that  A.'s  wagea  should  not  be 
leas  than  24f .  per  week,  except  when  a  fur- 
nace should  be  out,  when  A.  agreed  to 
work  for  21f .  per  week ;  and  it  was  agreed, 
that,  if  A.  should  be  sick  or  otherwise  in- 
capaciuted  from  performing  the  service,  or 
in  esse  of  misconduct,  or  if  B.,  or  his  psrt- 
ner  or  partners  for  the  time  being,  or  either 
or  such  of  them  as  should  carry  on  the  trade, 
ahould  diacontinue  the  trade  during  the  term 
—in  either  of  such  cases,  B.  or  his  psrtnera 
should  be  at  liberty  to  retain  or  employ  any 
other  person  in  the  room  or  stead  of  A., 
without  being  obliged  to  pay  him  any  wages 
or  satisfaction : — 

Held,  that  this  agreement  was  not  void 
for  want  of  mutuality,  or  aa  being  in  unrea- 
sonable restraint  of  trade.  HartUy  v.  Cum- 
mings.  247 

III.  Maierial  AUeraiiom, 

1.  A  material  alteration  in  a  sold-note,  made 
by  the  buyer,  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  seller,  prevents  the  former  from 
suing  on  the  contract,  notwithatanding  the 
duty  of  the  latter  may  not  be  varied  by  the 
alteration.    MoOHi  v.  Wadter^rtk,       181 

2.  A  iold-note  in  the  following  form— ^*  Sold 


t4« 


totW.U  C,  lOe  toM  of  croihad  sogv  (w 
per  Mmple)  in  hogiheads,"  at,  &c.— was 
altered  by  the  buyer  witbout  the  privity  of 
the  aelier,  by  adding  at  the  foot  of  the  paper 
tlie  worda  *'  of  their  own  mann&cture,"  with 
an  aateriak  aa  a  mark  of  reference,  and  a 
oorreqwnding  aaieriak  in  the  body  of  the 
note,  after  the  word  **  aample,**  and  within 
the  parentheaie  i^HeU,^-^Miante  Wilds, 
C.  J.,— that  the  added  worda  imported  that 
ike  $aatpU  waa  of  the  manufacture  of  W.  &. 
C. ;  and  that,  whether  they  applied  to  the 
aample  or  to  the  bulk,  they  conatituted  a 
material  alteration,  which,  aa  againat  the 
buyer,  avoided  the  contract.  Page  181 

3.  SemUe,  that,  aaaoming  the  added  worda  to 
import  only  that  the  aample  waa  of  the  manu- 
facture of  W.  &.  C,  the  proof  auatained  a 
plea, — that,  after  the  agreement  had  been 
made,  the  plaintiff,  without  the  knowledge 
or  conaent  of  the  defendanta,  cauaed  it  to  be 
altered  in  a  material  particular,  thai  u  to  way, 
by  inaerting  therein  worda  to  the  purport  or 
efiect  that  the  tugare  wumtioHei  m  ike  agree' 
9uni  were  to  he  of  the  manufaeiure  of  the 
drfendant9,~^t  being  nnneceaaary  to  prove 
the  allegation  following  the  viddieei.     Ibid. 

CONVICTION. 
DUtrihmti&H  of  Pematiy. 

By  the  9  G.  4,  c.  31,  a.  27,  power  ia  given  to 
two  juatioea,  in  caaea  of  aaaault,  to  impoae 
upon  the  offender  a  fine  not  exceeding  51., 
"  to  be  paid  to  aome  one  of  the  overseera  of 
the  poor,  or  to  aome  other  officer  of  the 
pariah,  townahip,  or  place  in  which  the 
offence  ahall  have  been  committed,  to  be  by 
auch  overaeer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  uae 
of  the  general  rate  of  the  county,  riding,  or 
diviaion,  in  which  auch  pariah,  townahip,  or 
place  ahall  be  aituate  :*'  and  a.  35  providee 
that  the  conviction  may  be  drawn  up  in  a 

.  given  form,  or  in  any  form  of  worde  to  the 
$ame  cfeef  .•— • 

Hdd,  that  a  conviction,  by  which  the 
penalty  waa  ordered  to  be  paid  "  to  the  trea- 
aurer  of  the  county  of  C,  in  which  the  aaid 
offence  waa  committed,  to  be  by  him  applied 
according  to  the  directiona  of  the  atatute," 
dtc,  or  the  party,  in  default,  to  be  impri- 
aoned  for  two  montha,  &.C.,  waa  bad ;  and 
that  the  juatioea  were  liable  in  treapaaa,  for 
the  impriaonment  of  the  party  under  it. 
Chaddoekv.  Wilbraham,  645 

CONVEYANCE  BY  MARRIED 

WOMAN. 

See  HtrsBAin>  and  Wifb,  I. 

COPYRIGHT. 

I.   Who  may  have. 

L  farevMer.}— A  foreigner   reaideot   abroad 


may  aoqvin  copyright  in  tfaia  eoortry  !■  a 
work  that  ia  firat  publiahed  by  him,  aa  an* 
thor,  or  aa  author'a  aaaignee,  in  thia  oooa- 
try,  which  haa  not  been  made  jnMiei  jmrie 
by  a  previouM  publication  elae where.  Coeka 
T.  Farday,  Page  $60 

it.  PtMiaUion  oftrwul.]  —  A  eoniemporaneome 
publication  abroad  doea  not  defeat  auch  right. 

Ibid. 

iii.  Foreign  aetignment.l  — By  the  law  of  Ana- 
tria,  which  prevailed  where  A.,  the  author  of 
a  muaical  compoaition,  and  B.,  hia  aaaignee, 
were  respectively  domiciled,  the  author  haa 
a  copyright,  and  auch  copyright  may  be  aa- 
aigned  by  word  of  mouth.  A.  aaaigned  hia 
right  to  B.,  and  B.,  before  the  publication  of 
Aa  work,  aold  hia  copyright  to  C. : — HM^ 
that,  there  being  a  aale  valid  by  the  law  of 
Auatria,  the  country  in  which  the  aale  took 
place,  the  interest  of  the  author  became 
veated  in  C.  before  publication,  ao  aa  to  make 
him  an  aaaignee  within  the  meaning  of  the 
5  ft.  6  Vict.  c.  45,  a.  3,  and  to  confer  upon 
him  a  good  derivative  title.  And. 

II.  FleadingM  in  Ativma  for  Infringement  of. 

1.  In  case  for  infringement  of  copyright,  the 
court  refuaed  to  allow  a  count  founded  upon 
a  common-law  right,  to  be  joined  with 
counta  on  the  statute  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  45,  upon 
the  same  cause  of  action.  Booxeyr.  Tolkien. 

476 

2.  Hddt  that,  notwithatanding  the  words  con- 
tra formam  etatuti  in  counts  framed  upon  the 
statute,  a  plaintiff  might  give  in  evidence, 
under  thoae  counta,  an  infringement  of  hia 
common-law  right.  Ibid. 

COSTS. 
I.  Of  Nofuuit, 
The  court  refuaed  to  treat  an  assignment  of 
error  aa  frivoloua,  where  the  ground  of  error 
aasigned  was  that  a  ea.  $a.  had  been  awarded 
aince  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  against  a  plaintiff 
who  had  been  nonauited.  Neielon  v.  Lerrf 
A»  Conyngham.  749 

II.  Of  Making  Judge' $  Order  a  Bute  of  Court. 

The  reeolution  of  Trinity  term,  3  Vict.,  declar- 
ing the  coats  of  the  application  to  consequen- 
tial on  making  a  judge'a  order  a  rule  of 
court,  appliea  where  the  party  aought  to  be 
charged  ia  an  infant.  Beames  v.  Farley.  1T8 

III.  Security  for  Cotte. 
AAer  a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  all  the 
plaintiff*a  real  and  peraonal  estate  was,  by 
by  an  order  of  the  insolvent  debtors  court, 
vested  in  the  official  assignee  :  The  court 
refused  to  call  on  the  plaintiff  to  give  aecority 
forcoata,  it  not  being  shown  that  the  asaignee 
had  interfered,  or  waa  likely  to  interfere. 
Stead  V.  WiUiame.  598 
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IV.  3VMttM»^. 

F^Ue  ^jfidavU  of  tiierflMcO^The  UMtcr  hav- 
ing,  upon  the  uzataon  of  the  plaintiffs'  coats, 
been  induced  by  ialse  affidaviu  to  allow  a 
large  sum  aa  the  fees  and  expenses  to  eom- 
missioners  named  in  a  commission  for  the 
examination  of  witnesses,  which  sam,  it  was 
suggested,  had  not  been  paid,— the  oenrt  re- 
ferred it  back  to  the  master  to  inquire,  by 
such  means  as  he  should  think  fit,  what 
aums  had  actually  been  paid,  and  io  review 
the  tazatbn,  if  necessary.  Bamn  v.  Att- 
wood.  Page  164 

And  $m  Coumty  Couet,  I. 

COUNTY  COURT. 
I.  Suggtation,  under  9  ^  10  Vid.  r.  95,  U  de- 

prwe  PkatU^tf  Co9t$. 
1.  To  entitle  a  defendant  to  a  suggestion  to 
deprive  the  plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the 
couaty  court  act,  9  &  10  Vict,  c.  95,  a.  129, 
all  the  ezceptiona  mentioned  in  a.  128,  must 
be  negatived.    Meeien  v.  NkMh,  848 

8.  Upon  a  motion  for  a  suggestion  to  deprive  a 
plaintiff  of  costs,  under  the  129th  section  of 
the  county  court  act,  9  &.  10  Vict.  c.  95,  fhe 
affidavit  must  distinctly  show  that  the  de- 
fendant dwelt  or  carried  on  his  business 
within  the  focai  jurisdiction,  ol  the  time  af  ike 
aeiwn  brought  f  it  is  not  enough  to  ahow 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  there.  Ma- 
tkew  V.  BroughaU.  937 

t.  It  muat  also  negative  the  parties  being  offi- 
cers of  the  county  court.  Aid 

4.  Nor  is  it  enough  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
might  have  sued  in  the  county  court :  the 
defendant  must  show  affirmatively  that  he 
was  bound  to  have  recourse  to  the  inferior 
jurisdiction, — that  ia,  that  the  cause  of  action 
arose  wholly,  or  in  some  material  point,  with- 
in the  jurisdiction.    Bailey  v.  Sibeon,     934 

II.  Frokihition. 
I.  Thia  court  has  no  power  to  issue  a  prohibi- 
tion to  the  judge  of  a  county  court,  in  a 
matter  that  is  within  his  jurisdiction,    f^ft 
V.  Rayner,  162 

9.  Where,  therefore,  the  judge  of  a  county 
court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  not- 
withstanding that,  at  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant's plea,  that  judgment  had  alresdy  been 
obtained  and  execution  executed  against  him 
in  another  inferior  court,  in  an  action  brought 
in  the  latter  court  upon  the  same  cause  of 
action,  was  admitted  to  be  true, — this  court 
declined  to  interfere.  Ibid. 


.COVENANT. 

Con$tru€iien  ef. 

To  Asq»  on  fool  n  life  polity.]  —A.  insured  his 

life  for  1000/.,  subject  to  a  condition,  that, 

**in  caae  the  assured  should  die  upon  die 

aeas,  except  in  certain  pasaigea,  or  go  be- 

8D 


yond  the  limits  of  Europe,  or  enter  into  or 
•ngage  in  naval  or  military  aervice,  unleaa 
license  were  obtained,  or  ahould  die  by  his 
own  handa,  or  by  the  haada  of  justice,  or 
in  consequence  of  a  duel,  dtc,  the  policy 
ahould  be  void." 

Previooaly  to  hia  marriage  in  1888,  A. 
assigned  the  policy  to  trustees,  for  the  bene* 
fit  of  his  intended  wife  and  the  issue  of  the 
marriage.  The  settlement  contained  a  cove- 
nant by  A.,  that  he  would,  **  at  all  times 
during  his  life,  duly  pay  all  such  premiums 
and  other  moneys,  and  do  and  perform  all 
such  acts,  matters,  and  thii^,  as  should  be 
requisite  for  keeping  on  foot  the  said  policy." 

In  1838,  A.  threw  himself  mto  the  Thamea, 
and  was  drowned.  In  an  action  to  reoever 
the  amount  of  the  policy,  the  jury  had 
found  that  the  assured  voluntarily  throw 
himself  into  the  river,  intending  to  destroy 
his  life,  but  that  at  the  time  of  committing 
the  act,  he  was  not  capable  of  judging  be- 
tween right  and  wrong;  upon  which  finding 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas  had  held,  that 
thia  was  such  a  dying  by  the  psrty's  own 
hands,  aa  discharged  the  office  fix>m  lia- 
bility : — 

Held,  that  the  act  of  self-destruction  by 
A.,  was  not  a  broach  of  the  above  covenant 
for  keeping  the  policy  on  foot.  Dormay  v. 
B^rmdotU.  P^o  380 


DEMURRER. 
Frwoloue—See  Plxadixo,  IV. 

DETINUE. 
A$se$9ment  ^Damagee  m. 

1.  In  detinue  for  railway-acrip,  which  had  been 
delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff,  after  action 
brought,  under  a  judga'a  order  ^— BeU,  that 
the  judge  waa  warranted  in  directing  the 
jury  at  the  trial,  that,  in  estimating  the 
damagea,  they  might  take  into  consideration 
the  difi^nce  in  value  of  the  scrip  at  the 
time  of  the  demand,  and  at  the  time  of  ita 
ddivery  to  the  plaintif  under  the  judge'a 
order.     WiUiame  v.  Archer.  318 

2.  Held,  also,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  scrip  had 
aheady  been  redelivered,  the  verdict  and 
judgment  were  properly  confined  to  an  assess- 
ment of  damagea  for  the  detention,— by 
analogy  to  the  case  of  the  redelivery  of  char- 
ters being  rendered  impossible  by  reason 
of  their  having  been  burnt.  Ibid. 

ilndfeepp.  327(6),  329(1). 


DEVISE. 

Conetruetion  of. 

J>e$eription  ef  Devisee.]^The  te8tator,-^#ho 

had  a  wife  Mary,  to  whom  he  was  married 

1834,  and  who  aurvived  him,— in  1810 


948 


INDEX. 


want  through  the  ceremony  of  marriage  with 
a  woman  whoae  Christian  name  was  Caro- 
line, and  who  continoed  to  reaide  with  him 
to  the  time  of  hia  death.  Shortly  before  hia 
deceaae,  he,  by  hia  will,  deviaed  certain  pro- 
perty to  *'  my  dear  wife  Caroline,  her  heira, 
dtc.,  abaoltttely  t^—Held,  that  Caroline  took 
under  thia  deviae,  notwithatanding  the  entire 
deacription  waa  not  applicable  to  her.  Zhe 
d.  Oaim  t.  Bmue,  Page  422 

And  see  Arroiimusirr. 

DISTRESS. 
See  PRAcncB,  11.  3. 

DOG. 
Ca#«  fir  negligeiUly  keepmg—See  Case,  I.  ii. 

DOWER. 
See  HusBAiTD  avd  Wifi,  I.  iv.  3. 

DUTY. 
AUegmiimi  ef-^ee  Cask,  I.  i.  8. 


EJECTMENT. 
I.  Senriee  of  Dedaration,  <(«.,  upon  a  Servani, 

The  oonrt  refiiaed  to  grant  a  rule  niai  for  judg- 
ment againat  the  caaual  ejector,  upon  an 
affidaTit  atating  a  aervioe  on  a  aerrant  of  the 
tenant,  upon  the  premiaea,  on  the  8th  of 
January,  and  an  acknowledgment  atated  to 
be  made  by  the  tenant  "  a  few  daya  after- 
warda"  that  the  declaration, &c.,  had  reached 
him.    Doe  d,  Watson  ▼.  Soe.  521 

II.  Notice  to  appear, 

A  declaration  in  ejectment  was  aenred  on  the 

lat  of  November,  with  a  notice  requiring 

the  tenant  to  appear  **  in  next  Hilary  term  :*' 

— AU,  bad.    Doed.Lo9ey.Boe.  512 

ENLARGED  RULE. 
See  FftAcncx,  V. 

ENTRY. 
TraTerae  of,  153  (d). 

ESTOPPEL. 
By  BeeitaU  in  a  Deed. 
1.  By  indenture  of  leaae,  dated  the  26th  of 
June,  1810,  between  A.  (the  father  of  the 
plaintiff),  and  B.  (the  father  of  the  defend- 
ant),--Teciting  a  former  leaae  of  the  27th  of 
July,  1801,  made  between  W.  S.  and  M.  hia 
wife,  and  A.,  which  recited  that  M.  waa 
entitled  to  a  moiety  of  lands  in  Weat  Fen, 
and  to  two-thirda  for  life  or  for  aome  other 
esute  of  freehold^  and  that  A.  tost  entitled 
U  a«  other  moiety  and  the  other  third  part, 
reepeetivdy,  or  aome  other  ahare  of  the  aame 
kmds,  for  aome  estate  of  freehoU,  ice. ;  and 


by  which  W.  8.  and  M.  his  wife  derated 
the  moiety  and  two-third  parta  respectively 
of  M.  to  A.  for  forty  years  from  the  5th  of 
April,  1801, —  A.  demised  to  B.,  anongaC 
other  premiaea,  the  lands  of  which  M.  waa« 
by  the  recital  in  the  leaae  of  1801,  aaid  to  bo 
entitled  to  two-thirda  and  himaelf»  A.,  lo 
one-third,  (of  the  lands  in  West  Fen),  far 
the  remainder  of  the  term  of  forty  years, 
except  the  last  ten  days. 

A.  died  in  1813,  and  B.  in  1818,  leaTing 
the  plamtiff  and  defendant  their  reapective 
repreaentatives. 

The  defendant  continued  in  the  occupation 
of  the  landa  in  Weat  Fen  down  to  the  time 
of  the  trial, — he  and  hia  father  having  regu- 
larly paid  rent  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  father 
down  to  Lady  Day,  1841,  when  the  leaae 
of  1801  expired. 

In  debt  for  uae  and  occupation  of  an  undi- 
vided third  part  of  the  lands  in  West  Fen, 
since  Lady  Day,  1841:— 

Held,  that  the  recital  m  the  leaae  of  1801 
waa  primd  fieie  evidence  that  A.  waa  enti> 
tied  to  one-third  of  the  landa  in  Weat  Fen, 
in  fee: 

And  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  treat  the 
defendant  aa  a  tenant  at  aufieranoe  of  such 
undivided  third  part,  for  the  period  during 
which  he  held  on  after  the  expiration  of  the 
leaae,  and  to  aue  him  for  uae  and  occupatioa 
in  reapect  thereofl    JBayley  v.  Bradley. 

Page  396 
2.  Semhle,  that  the  estoppel  created  by  the  re- 
cital, ceaaed  upon  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

996 

And  see  Jonrr  Stock  Comtakt,  I.  5. 

EVIDENCE. 
I.  Compeienqf  ^  Witnete, 

1.  A  defendant  in  trespaaa,  who  has  sufleied 
judgment  by  defeult,  ia  not  a  competent  wit- 
neaa  for  his  co-defendant,  where  the  jury  are 
summoned  aa  well  to  try  the  iaauea  against 
the  one,  aa  to  aaaeaa  the  damagea  againat  the 
other.     Thorpe  v.  Barfter.  675 

2.  The  statute  6  dt  7  Vict  c.  85,  does  not  apply 
to  such  a  eaae.  Aid. 

II.  Suheeribing  Witneee. 

In  order  to  prove  an  admission  of  a  debt,  by  the 
medium  of  an  entry  in  a  achedule  filed  by  the 
defendant  in  the  inaolvent  debtora  court,  it 
ia  neceaaary  to  prove  the  defendant's  signa- 
ture by  calling  the  aubacribing  witneaa,  even 
whero  the  document  haa  been  acted  upon  by 
the  court.    Streeter  v.  Bartlett.  562 

nL  Prieate  Doenmente. 

In  an  action  by  the  acceptor  againat  the  drawer 
of  an  accommodation  bill,  on  hia  implied  eon- 
tract  of  indemnity,  the  plaintiff, —in  order  to 
pfOTe  that  a  former  bill,  in  renewal  of  which 
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the  biU  in  mptet  of  wfawh  aetioii  wis 
brought,  WW  giTen,  had  been  made  payable 
at  a  particular  place,— called  a  banker'a 
clerk,  who,  without  producing  the  bank 
book,  stated  that  he  had  ascertained  the 
fact  from  an  entry  therein  in  hia  own 
hand-writing,  but  that,  independently  of 
that  entry,  he  had  no  recollection  whatcTcr 
of  the  fact  t^^Held,  that  this  was  not  OTidence 
of  such  fact.    Beedk  v.  Janes.  Page  696 

EXECUTED  CONSIDERATION. 
S§e  AssujirsiT. 


FACTOR. 
Sigld$  mad  Duties  ef. 
A  factor  to  whom  goods  haire  been  consigfted 
generally  for  sale,  and  who  has  subsequently 
made  advances  to  his  principal  on  the  credit 
of  the  goods,  has  no  right  to  sell  them  con- 
trary  to  the  orders  of  his  principal,  on  the 
latter  neglecting,  on  request,  to  repay  the 
adTances,— although  such  sale  would  be  a 
sound  exercise  of  discretion  on  his  part ;  his 
authority  to  sell  not  becoming,  by  reason  of 
the  unpaid  advances,  irrevocable,  as  an  au- 
thority coupled  with  an  interest.  Smart  v. 
Sandare,  695 

FEME  COVERT. 
See  HnsBAKD  and  Wifi. 

FEROCIOUS  DOO. 
See  Ca81,  I.  iL 

FOOT-RACE. 
See  GAMiiro. 

FRAUD. 
Plea  cf-^ee  JoiRT  Stock  Comtakt,  1. 1,  8. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 
See  SuHOAT  TRADiiro. 

FRIVOLOUS  DEMURRER. 
See  Fliaoino,  IV. 

FURTHER  CHARGE. 
See  Stamp,  I.  iii. 


GAMING. 
I.  Wkat  a  lawful  Oame  within  8  4-9  Viet, 
e.  109. 
1.  A  foot-race  is  a  *'  lawful  game,  sport,  or 
pastime,*'  within  the  proviso  in  the  8  &.  9 
Vict.  c.  109,  s.  18.    Batty  y.  Marriott,     818 
S.  Two  persons  sgree  to  run  a  foot-race,  and 
each  of  them  deposits  102.  with  a  third  per- 
son, the  whole  20{.  to  be  paid  over  to  the 


vrinner  t^HeU,  that  the  loser  cannot  recover 
back  his  deposit  from  the  stakeholder. 

Page  818 
II.   Where  Wager  repudiated  before  the  Eoeat 
aecertained, 

1.  The  8^9  Vict.  c.  109,  a.  18,  which  avoids 
contracts  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering, 
and  prohibita  the  maintenance  of  actions  for 
the  recovery  of  money  won  upon  any  wager, 
or  deposited  in  the  hands  of  a  stakeholder  to 
abide  the  event  of  any  wager, — does  not  pre- 
clude a  party  who  repudiates  the  wager  be- 
fore the  event  is  ascertained,  from  recover- 
ing back  from  the  stakeholder  the  amount 
of  his  deposit.     Vamey  y,  Hidtwian.       271 

2.  Semble,  that  a  defence  arising  out  of  this 
statute,  must  be  pleaded  specially.         JUd. 

GOODS  BARGAINED  AND  SOLD. 
See  Snin>AT  Teadivo. 

GUARANTEE. 
Canetruetion  of, 

1.  Guarantee — **  In  consideratwn  of  your  agree- 
ing to  supply  S.  with  goods  upon  credit,  in 
the  way  of  your  trade  (the  amount  to  be  in 
your  own  discretion),  I  hereby  guarantee  you 
the  due  and  regular  payment  of  such  sum  or 
sums  as  he  may  now,  or  at  any  time,  and 
from  time  to  time  hereafter,  owe  to  you,  dee. 
My  liability  under  this  guarantee  is  to  be 
limited  to  principal  sum,  in  nmning  account, 
of  low." 

A  declaration  upon  this  gusrantee  stated 
that  the  plaintiff,  confiding  in  the  promise  of 
the  defendant,  afterwards  supplied  S.  with 
goods  to  the  amount  of  85/.  lOf.  9d.,  and 
that,  although  the  credit  had  expired,  S.  had 
not  paid  for  them,— of  which  the  defendant 
had  notice  ;  and  alleged  for  breach,  the  non- 
payment of  the  amount  by  the  defendant,  on 
request : — fieU,  that  the  guarantee  disclosed 
a  sufficient  consideration,  and  that  the  decla- 
ration was  good  on  general  demurrer.  White 
V.  Woodward.  810 

2.  Held,  also,  that  the  omission  to  give  rea- 
sonable notice  of  the  principal's  default,  if  it 
would  have  amounted  to  matter  of  dischsrga, 
should  have  been  pleaded.  Ibid. 


HABEAS  CORPUS. 
See  Pbisonex. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
I.  Conveyance  by  Married  Woman  under 
3  4-  4  IT.  4,  c.  74. 
i.  Notarial  CeHifkate  ditpeneod  mitk]  —In  the 
caae  of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  stetute 
3  dt  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  tsken  in  a  remote  part 
of  India,  the  court,  in  lieu  of  a  notarial  oerti- 
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fioste,  nem^ed  the  cectlficsite  of  die  nuoor- 
general  in  command  of  the  dietrict,  upon  pro- 
dttciion  of  an  affidavit  stating  hia  rank  and 
verifying  his  handwriting.  In  re  Mar%Jan€ 
Daly.  Page  128 

ii.  Veteription  of  Party.] — In  the  certi6cate 
of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  3  &.  4  W. 
4,  c.  74,  a.  64,  the  party  wae  deecribed  aa 
"  Mary,  the  reputed  wife  of  A.  B.,  otherwise 
Mary  S.,  spinster.*'  She  waa  similarly  de- 
scribed in  the  affidavit  of  verification,  and  in 
the  deed  itself. 

The  court  allowed  the  documents  to  be 
received  and  filed.    Ex  parte  Mary  Fraiuie. 

498 

iii.  Amendment  of  CertiJ!eaie.]^'T\ie  court  re- 
fused to  allow  the  amendment  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  acknowledgment  by  a  married 
woman  of  a  deed  conveying  an  interest  in 
land,  where  the  commission  issued  in  Janu- 
ary, 1848,  and  the  certificate,  erroneoualy, 
stated  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed  to 
have  been  taken  in  February,  1847.  In  re 
Millard,  753 

if.  Afiiavit. — 1.  In  the  jurat  of  an  affidavit 
of  the  due  taking  of  an  acknowledgment  at 
Calcutta,  the  name  of  one  of  the  deponents 
waa  interlined:— ^eM,  thai  the  affidavit 
could  not  be  received.  In  rt  Mary  Jane 
Fogan.  436 

9.  I'he  court  refused  to  direct  the  officer  to 
receive  a  certificate  and  affidavit  of  an 
acknowledgment  under  the  3  &.  4  W.  4,  c. 
74, — the  affidavit  having  an  interlineation  in 
an  important  part,  without  anything  to  de- 
note that  the  interlineation  had  been  made 
before  the  affidavit  waa  aworn.  WoHhing- 
tont  in  re,  511 

t.  In  the  ease  of  an  acknowledgment  to  bar 
dower,  under  the  3  &  4  W.  4,  c.  74,  a.  77, 
the  affidavit  of  verificatk>n  and  notarial  cer- 
tificate msy  be  upon  paper.    Ex  parte  Carr, 

496 

4.  A  statement  in  the  affidavit  of  venficatbn 
of  an  acknowledgment  under  the  3  &  4  W. 
4,  c.  74,  that  it  was  taken  "  at  Madeira,*'  is 
sufficiently  precise.  Ex  parte  Betty  Hutek- 
tfifofi.  499 

5.  The  court  received  an  affidavit  aworn  be- 
fore the  British  ooneul  in  the  island  of  Ma- 
deira, the  jurat  describing  him  aa  being 
authorised  by  the  laws  of  the  ialand  to 
administer  oatha  there ;  and  the  affidavit 
being  accompanied  by  a  notarial  certificate 
to  the  same  effect.  Und. 

T.  Wtfe'e  Provition,]  —Where  the  amount  of 
the  consideration  which  forms  the  induce- 
ment for  a  married  woman  to  give  up  her 
tntereat  in  an  estate  waa  too  small  (402.)  to 
form  the  anbject  of  a  settlement,  and  the 
arrangement  was  that  the  amount  ahonld  be 
paid  to  the  wile,  the  court  aUowed  her  ae- 


knowledgmtfit  lo  be 
Webier. 
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IMMATERIAL  ISSUE. 
See  P1.EADD10,  in.  ii.  2. 

INFANT. 
The  resolution  of  Trinity  term,  3  Vict,  declar- 
ing the  coata  of  the  application  to  be  conse- 
quential on  making  a  judge*8  order  a  rule  of 
court,  applies  where  the  party  aought  to  be 
charged  ia  an  infant.  Beamet  v.  Farley,  178 

INFERIOR  COURT. 
See  CouiiTT  Court. 

INITIALS. 
See  Plbadino,  IV. 

INSOLVENT  DEBTOR. 

L  Order  for  Protection  wnder  7  4-8  Fief,  e,  96. 

See  Pleadhto,  III.  i. 

IL  ProtifofSchoduU-^eeKYiDVKCM,  IL 

And  ice  Sscuritt  tor  Costs. 

INSURANCE. 
Conetntetive  Total  Lou. 

1.  Gooda  were  received  on  board  a  ahip  at 
Pernambuoo,  on  freight  for  Liverpool. 
Whilst  proceeding  out  of  the  harbour  of  Per- 
nambuoo, ahe,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  struck 
on  a  rock  and  a  bank,  and  received  so  much 
damage  as  to  render  it  necessary  for  her  f 
put  back  for  repair.  The  cargo  waa  accord- 
ingly landed,  and  the  ahip  hove  down  and 
surveyed ;  and  ultimately  the  master,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  merchanta  to  whonn 
he  had  been  directed  by  the  owner  to  apply 
for  a  cargo,  caused  her  to  be  repaired.  The 
cost  of  the  repairs  exceeded  7000Z. ;  which 
was  more  than  the  value  of  the  ahip  when 
repaired.  Being  so  repaired,  the  ship  took 
on  board  the  same  cargo,  and  duly  arrived 
therewith  at  Liverpool.  The  maater,  unable 
otherwise  to  raise  money  to  pay  for  the  re 
pairs,  pledged  the  ship,  fi«ight,  and  cargo  for 
the  aum  expended,  with  bottomry  premium 
of  20  per  cent.  Aa  soon  aa  the  owner  re- 
ceived information    that  the  repaira  were 

.  likely  to  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship  when 
repsired,  he  gave  notice  of  abandonment  to 
the  several  underwriters  on  ehipnnd  freight. 
Upon  the  arrival  to  the  ship  at  Liverpool, 
ahe  waa  seized  and  sold  under  process  of  the 
court  of  Admiralty,  at  the  instance  of  the 
oblfgeea  of  the  bottomry-bond,  to  whom  th^ 
proceeds  of  the  ship  (1675{.),  and  the  freight, 
(22001.),  were  paid  over. 

Theae  facts  appearing  upon  a  specisl  ver-' 
diet,— upon  which  it  was  found  '*that,  in 
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reipeet  of  the  premiMs,  the  owner,  and  die 
eeveral  other  pertiee,  acted  homd  fdty  end 
that  the  owner  acted  without  Uchee,  and  ae 
a  prudent  owner  of  ship  and  freight,  if  unin- 
eared,  would  have  acted  :'* 

Htidt  that,  under  the  circumatances,  the 
adventure  was  not  in  point  of  fact  abandoned, 
and  that,  aa  it  waa  not  found,  and  could  not 
be  inferred,  that  a  prudent  owner,  if  unin- 
aured,  would  not  have  repaired,  the  under- 
writera  on  freight  were  not  liable  aa  for  a 
total  loaa.  Chapman  v.  BenMvn,  Page  330 
8.  Hdd,  alao,  that  the  court  waa  not  at  liberty 
to  refer  to  the  finding  of  the  jury  upon  ano- 
ther iaaue,— Hhat  the  jA^waa  wholly  loat, — 
and  to  take  that  fact  aa  found,  in  deciding 
whether  the  frtight  waa  wholly  bat,  and 
bat  by  a  peril  inaured  againat.  Ibid. 


JOINT  CONTRACTORS. 
Authority  to  hind  Co-contractor$, 

CerUin  peraona,  of  whom  the  defendant  waa 
one,  aaaociated  themeelvea  together  for  the 
publication  of  a  periodical  work,  under  cer- 
tain regulations,  one  of  which  waa — that  a 
committee  (naming  them)  "  should  aaaist  the 
editor  in  promoting  the  proeperity  and  cir- 
culation of  the  work,  in  obtaining,  agfar  a$ 
pottiUe  without  expense,  literary  contribu- 
tiona,  and,  in  all  such  matters  connected 
with  the  work  as  the  editor  might  require, 
aid  in,  but  not  interfere  with,  the  editorial 
department  :'* — Held,  that  thia  gave  no  au- 
thority to  one  member  of  the  committee,  to 
contract  for  articles  to  be  paid  for,  ao  as  to 
charge  the  proprietora.  Heraud  v.  Leaf.  157 

JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 
1.  Registration  and  Incorporation  of. 
1.  The  first  count  of  the  declaratbn  atated, 
that,  by  a  certain  deed  made  on  the  11th  of 
June,  1845,  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
defendants  (a  joint-stock  company,  therein 
deacribed  as  registered  and  incorporated  in 
pursuance  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110),  reciting, 
amongat  other  things,  that  the  said  company 
had  been  duly  formed  under  a  deed  of  settle- 
ment bearing  date  the  22d  of  May  then  laat 
past,  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff'a  cove- 
nanting to  convey  his  interest  in  certain 
letters-patent  to  the  company  as  soon  aa  an 
net  of  parliament  should  be  obtained  to  au- 
thorise it,  and  in  the  mean  time  licensing 
them  to  work  the  patents,— the  defendants 
covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  15,000/.  out 
of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalments 
or  calls  on  the  shares  of  the  said  company : 
Breach,  that,  although  instalmenta  or  calls  on 
the  shares  were,  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  paid  to  the  company,  out  of 
VOL.  v.— 75  8 


whtefa  they  might  and  ought  to  have  paid  (be 
15,0002.,  and  although  a  convenient  and  rea- 
aooabb  time  for  the  payment  thereof  had 
ebpaed  aince  the  making  of  the  deed  and 
payment  of  the  inatalmenta  or  calls,  the  com- 
pany had  not  paid  the  aame. 

Third  plea, — that  the  deed  of  settlement 
in  the  firet  count  mentioned  and  refened  to, 
was  obtained  by  fraud,  oovin,  and  misrepro- 
aentatbn  of  the  plain tifl*  and  others  in  col- 
luaion  with  him : — Held,  bad,  on  general  de- 
murrer. Filbrom  T.  PUbrow's  Atmosphorie 
EaUway  Co.  Page  440 

2.  Fourth  plea,-^tbat  the  registratbn  and  in- 
corporation of  the  said  company,  recited  in 
the  deed  in  the  firat  count  mentioned,  were 
obtained  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepre- 
sentation of  the  plaintifi*  and  others  in  ool- 
lusbn  with  him : — Hdd,  bad,  on  general 
demurrer.  Ibid, 

3.  Eighth  plea,^that  the  company  waa  formed 
by  and  under  a  deed  of  settlement,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  was  a  parly,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  that  the  directors  should,  aa  aoon  as 
conveniently  could  be  after  complete  regia- 
tration,  pay  certain  expensea,  and  should 
also  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  vnth  and  out  of  the 
money  received  fiom  the  first  calls  on  the 
shares  of  the  said  company,  after  providing 
thereout  a  sufficiency  to  meet  the  necessary 
expenses  of  the  said  company,  the  aaid  sum 
of  15,000{.  in  cash ;  and  that,  since  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed,  no  calls  or  instalmento 
had  been  raised  or  paid  to  or  received  by  the 
company,  sufiicient  to  satisfy  the  necessary 
expenses  of  the  company,  and  the  15,0001., 
or  any  part  thereof: — Beid,  bad,  on  special 
demurrer.  Ibid, 

4.  The  second  count  set  out  certain  articlea  of 
agreement,  dated  the  12th  of  June,  1845,  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  on  the  one  part,  and  the 
company  (therein  described  aa  registered 
and  incorporated  in  pursuance  of  the  7  dt  8 
Vict.  c.  110,)  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the 
Bale  of  the  lettera-patent  to  the  company  for 
15,000/.,  whereby  it  waa  agreed,  **  that  the 
sum  of  15,000/.  in  caah  ahould  be  paid  to  the 
plaintiff  aa  soon  aa  conveniently  could  be 
done  after  the  execution  of  the  aaid  articles, 
out  of  the  money  raised  by  the  first  instalwunts 
or  calls  on  the  shares  in  the  said  company  ; 
and  aasigned  for  breach,  that,  although  the 
company,  within  a  convenient  and  reasonable 
time  after  the  execution  of  the  said  articlea 
of  agreement,  to  wit,  on,  dec,  could  and 
might,  by  calls  and  instalmenta  on  the  ahares 
of  the  said  company,  have  raised  the  laat-men- 
tioned  sum  of  15,000/.,  and  a  convenient  and 
reasonable  time  for  raising  the  money,  and 
paying  the  same  in  cash  to  the  plaintiff,  had 
elapsed,  the  company  had  refused  to  pay  the 
8ame:^He/<i,  on  general  demuner  that 
the  breach  was  well  sssigned.  Jbid 
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5.  Twenty-first  plea,— ^hat  the  aud  company 
*    was  not  incorporated  by  any  charter  or  act  of 

parliament,  nor  waa  the  aame  duly  and  2aw- 
fulty  registered  and  incorporated  according 
to  the  form  of  the  atatute,  and  in  the  said 
deed  and  articlea  reapectively  mentioned  :— 
Hddt  bad,  on  special  demnrrer ;  the  defend- 
ants being  estopped,  by  the  recital  in  the 
deed,  from  denying  their  incorporation ;  and 
the  plea  seeking  to  put  in  issue  matter  of 
law.  Page  440 

6.  Twenty-second  plea, — that  the  said  com 
pany  was  a  company  requiring  a  certificate 
of  complete  Vegistration,  and  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  obtaining  a  certificate  of  com- 
plete registration,  the  company  was  not 
fbrmed  by  a  deed  or  writing  under  the  hands 
and  seala  of  the  ahareholders  therein,  or  any 
ot  them,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  nor  waa 
there  at  any  time  any  such  deed  of  settle- 
ment of  the  said  company  as  required  by  the 
statute  :-^Heid,  bad,  on  specUl  demurrer, 
for  the  same  reasons  that  applied  to  the 
twenty-first  plea.  iHd. 

11.  Camtneneaneni  of  Forsiaf  ton. 
1.  The  26th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110, 
prohibits  the  transfer  of  shsres  in  any  joint- 
stock  company  within  that  act,  tkeformatitm 
of  toAuA  »kall  he  camwuneed  afitr  the  Ut  of 
November ,  1844,  until  such  joint-stock  com- 
pany shall  have  obtained  a  certificate  of 
complete  registration. 

In  assumpsit  for  not  accepting  aharea  in  a 
railway  company,  the  defendant  pleaded, 
that,  after  the  1st  of  November,  1844,  divers 
persons,  eiceeding  the  number  of  twenty- 
five,  were  united  and  established  as  a  joint- 
stock  company  in  England,  for  the  purpoae 
of  executing  certain  works  that  might  be 
carried  on  without  obtaining  the  authority 
of  parliament,  to  wit,  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  certain  railway  in  India ;  that  the  com- 
pany had  not  been  formed  or  eetaUitked,  either 
by  or  in  the  namea  of  any  other  person  or 
persons,  or  in  any  way,  on  or  before  tMe  let 
day  of  Novemhert  1844,  nor  had  the  company 
ever  at  any  time  been  incorporated  by  sta- 
tute or  charter,  dec. ;  and  that  the  company 
had  not  obtained  any  certificate  of  complete 
registration,  under  the  7  &.  8  Vict.  c.  110. 

At  the  trial,  it  was  proved,  that  one  S. 
went  to  India  in  1843,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
moting the  formation  of  railways  there  ;  that 
he  had  conversations  with  certain  persons 
there  touching  a  line  of  railway  between  M. 
and  D. ;  that  meetinga  were  held  upon  the 
subject,  and  promises  of  assistance  were 
obtained  from  persons  who  agreed  to  be  par- 
ties to  a  company  for  that  purpoae,  when 
formed ;  that,  in  July,  1844,  S.  procured  a 
draft  deed  of  settlement  to  be  prepsred  in 
India ;  that  he  left  India  in  September,  1844. 


and  during  his  homeward  foyaga  dnw  vp 
a  report  upon  the  subject  of  the  proposed 
line ;  that  S.  arrived  in  England  on  the  3d 
of  November,  1844 ;  and  that  the  company 
was  provieumally  registered  in  May,  1845 
but  that  it  had  never  been  eompUtely  regis 
tered : — 

Hdd,  that  there  was  no  evidence  io  go  to 
the  jury,  that  the  formation  of  the  compan j 
had  been  commenced  before  the  Isi  of  No- 
vember, 1844.  Bakor  v.  Plaekitt.  Psge  263 
2.  Semhle,  that  the  plea,  though  good  after 
having  been  pleaded  over  to,  would  have 
been  bad  on  demurrer,  for  alleging  that  the 
company  had  not  been  formed  or  eeteMieked 
on  or  before  the  let  of  November,  1644, 
instead  of  negativing,  in  the  terms  of  the 
statute,  that  the  formation  of  the  company 
had  been  eommeneed  before  that  day.     iW. 


JUDGE'S  ORDER. 
Waiver  of-^ee  PftACTici,  IV.  i. 

JUDGMENT. 
Registration  of,  under  1  <(.  2  Vitt.  e.  110. 
The  court  has  no  juriadiction  over  the  aenior 
master  as  to  the  entry  of  particulars  of  a 
judgment,  for  the  purpose  of  chsrging  lands 
under  the  provisiona  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
110,  a.  19. 

The  master  must  act  upon  his  own  discre- 
tk>n.    Ex  parte  John  Neee.  165 

JUDGMENT  AS  IN  CASE  OF  A 

NONSUIT. 

See  pKAcnci,  IV. 

JUDGMENT  NON  OBSTANTE 

VEREDICTO. 

i^ee  AxBirxAXEirT,  III. 

JURAT. 
See  Affidavit,  II. 

JUSTICE  OF  PEACE. 
See  CoKViCTioir. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
Contract  of  Tenancy, 
1.  A.  held  premises  of  B.  under  a  lease  for 
three,  seven,  or  ten  yeara,  determinable  on 
notice ;  with  a  stipulation  that  the  amount 
of  a  quarter's  rent  should  be  paid  by  A.  on 
taking  poaaession,  which  was  to  be  allowed 
to  him  for  the  last  quarter's  rent  "  on  tAe  de- 
ttrminatioin  of  the  $aid  tenancy."  After  a 
notice  to  determine  the  leaae  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  third  year  had  been  given,  and  be- 
fore its  expiration,  the  parties  verbally  agreed 
that  A.  ahouM  continue  tenant  for  another 
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yMT,— no  ezpTMi  mentKHk  being  made  of 
the  terms  of  the  tenancy  :— 

Hdd,  that  the  above  was  in  aubatanoe  a 
stipulation  for  a  forehand  rent ;  and  that,  in 
the  absence  of  any  express  mention  of  other 
tsnns,  A.  continued  to  hold  subject  to  the 
terms  of  the  original  lease :  and  consequent- 
ly, that  the  payment  made  on  taking  poe- 
session,  was  applicable  to  the  last  quarter  of 
the  fourth  year.  Fintk  v.  MUler.  Page  428 
S.  The  declaration  stated  that,  in  consideration 
that  the  defendanu  had  become  and  were 
tenants  to  the  plaint^t  of  certain  premises, 
upon  the  terms  (smongst  others)  that  they 
afaould  during  their  aaid  tenancy  keep  the  pre- 
mises  in  repair,  the  defendanu  promised  the 
plaintiff,  during  their  $aid  (enoncy,  thereof t 
to  use  the  premises  in  a  tenant-like  manner, 
and  to  keep  them  in  repair ;  that  the  said 
tenancy  of  the  defendants  continued  from, 
&c..  hitherto;  yet  that  the  defendanu  did 
not  use  the  premises  in  a  tensnt-like  man- 
ner, or  keep  them  in  repair. 

Plea,  that,  after  the  defendanu  had  be- 
come tenanU  to  the  plaintiff,  and  before  the 
committing  of  the  breach,  or  the  accrual  of 
the  cause  of  action  in  respect  thereof,  the 
plaintiff,  by  due  course  of  law,  conTcyed, 
assigned,  granud,  and  assured  all  hisestaU, 
&c.,  of  and  in  the  demised  premises,  and  of 
and  in  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  deter- 
mination of  the  defendanu*  aaid  tenancy,  to 
one  W.  B. ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  thence- 
Ibrward,  and  before  the  accrual  of  the  cause 
of  action,  ceased  to  have  anything  in  the 
demised  premises,  and  the  defendanu  thence 
ceased  to  be,  and  never  since  had  been, 
tenanu  thereof,  to  the  plaiiuiff  concluding 
with  a  verification  :— 

HeUt  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the 
declaration ;  the  tenancy  therein  alleged, 
being,  a  tenancy  under  theflaini^  and  hie 
nuigne.    Bid^ord  v.  Pareen,  920 

LATENT  AMBIGUITY,  520(a). 

LEASE. 
See  Vkhdoe  akd  PTTBCBAsxm. 

UVERPOOL  NEW  GAS  COMPANY. 
See  AoRKBMXJiT,  2. 

LORD'S  DAY. 
See  SuKDAT  TxADiira. 


MADEIRA. 

Jjfdamie  ewem  at—See  HtrsBAiro  ahd  Wits, 

L  iv.  4,  5. 

MASTER. 

ihfJftralM  ef  JudgmenU  hy,  under  1  ^  3 

Viet.  e.  no—See  JmoMEMt. 


MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

Where  MaintainaUe, 
Money  paid  by  A.  to  B.  upon  a  condition  which 
has  not  been  complied  with,  cannot  be  reco- 
vered as  money  had  and  received  to  A.'s 
use.    Hardingham  Y.Allen,  Page  793 

And  tee  Bankrupt,  I.  1. 


MORTGAGE. 
See  Stamps,  I.  ii. 

MUTUAL  RELEASES. 
See  ARBimAMEVT,  III. 

MUTUALITY. 
See  Contract,  II. 


NEW  TRIAL. 
See  PRAcncx,  IX. 

NON  OBSTANTE  VEREDICTO. 
iSee  Arbitramekt,  III. 

NOT  GUILTY. 
See  PLSAnuio,  III.  it. 

NUISANCE. 
See  Case,  I. 

NUL  TIEL  RECORD. 
Froof  of  ietue  on. 
Upon  a  plea  of  nul  tid  record  of  a  judgment  ia 
replevin  in  a  county  court,  under  the  9  &.  10 
Vict.  c.  95  '.—Udd,  that  an  allegation  that 
"  it  was  sdjudged  by  the  said  court  that  the 
plaintiff  ahould  Uke  nothing  by  his  said 
plsint,"— was  not  sustained  by  a  certified 
copy  of  an  entry  in  the  minuu-book  of  the 
county  court,  suting  that  the  cause  wss 
**  struck  out  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  a  dis- 
puted title  having  been  sworn  to."  TMff 
V.  Stanhope.  790 

ORDER. 
Judge' e  Order-'See  Practicb,  IV.  i. 

OUTLAW. 

SeaMe,  that  an  outlaw  brought  before  a  judge 
by  summons,  is  entitled  to  be  hesrd  with- 
out reversing  his  outlawry.  In  re  William 
Fyne.  W 


PARTNERS. 

Mutual  Righte. 

In  September,  1646,  a  partnerahip  was  entered 

into  between  A.  and  B.,  the  terms  of  vrfaidi 

were  never  definitively  srrsnged.   Theboai- 

BflM  OQalinoad  to  be  oomd  on,  in  the  nasM 
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of  A.  and  B.,  in  a  ihop  and  conntiof -faooBe 
forming  part  of  a  bouae  of  which  A.  waa 
leasee,  down  to  the  25th  of  December,  when 
A.  cauaed  B.  to  be  served  with  a  notice  to 
disaolve  the  partnership.  On  the  2d  of 
January,  1847,  B.  bifoke  and  entered  the 
ahop  and  counting-house: — Held,  that  he 
waa  liable  in  treapaaa :  hia  right  to  the  occu- 
pation of  the  premiaea  having  oeaaed  with 
the  determination  of  the  partnership.  Hcn- 
Aaai  ▼.  Gray.  Page  138 

PATENT  AMBIGUITY,  520  (a). 

PAYMENT. 

Rulea  aa  to  appropriation  of,  797(a). 

PENALTY. 
See  CoKViCTiON. 

PERIODICAL  WORK. 
JMikoniy  ofBdiier^See  JomT  CoinnucToms. 

PIRACY. 
SeeCASn,  I. 

COPTBIOBT. 

PLEADING. 
I.  Cafutruetion  ofPleadingt. 

Where  a  declaration  or  other  pleading  ia  aua- 
ceptible  of  a  conatruction  that  will  make  it 
good,  it  ia  not  competent  to  the  party  plead- 
ing it  to  inaiat  upon  a  conatruction  that  will 
make  it  bad.    Moore  t.  Foreter,  220 

n.  Variance  between  VeeUnUion  and  Proeete. 

The  writ  being  in  debt,  and  the  declaration 
containing  two  counta,  the  one  commencing 
aa  a  count  in  debt,  but  concluding  with  a 
promiae  and  a  breach,  and  the  other  being 
a  count  in  assumpsit, — ^the  court  set  aaide 
the  declaration  for  thia  variance  from  the 
process.  lUd, 

And  $ee  p.  223,  n.  (g), 

III.    Pleat. 
i.  Dieekarge  under  7  4-8  Viet.  e.  96. 

A  plea  alleging  that  the  defendant  obtained  final 
order  for  protection  and  distribution,  under 
the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  is  not  proved  by  the 
production  of  a  mere  order  for  personal  pro- 
tection under  the  28th  section  of  that  statute. 
Milet  V.  Pope,  294 

ii.  Accord  and  Satiefaetion. 

1.  In  debt  for  use  and  occupation  of  certain 
rooms  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  pleaded,  2. 
— ^firat,  that  the  plaintiff,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  demise,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  auit,  took  the  defendant'a 
goods  aa  a  distress,  they  being  of  sufficient 
yalue  to  satisfy  the  rent  and  the  coata  of  the 
diatreaa.  &c.,  that  the  plaintiiT  never  aold 
the  gooda,  but  rauinad  them  until  juat  be- 


fine  the  oonmanoameiitof  the  auit,  when  ha, 

with  the  aasent  of  the  defendant,  received 
and  accepted  them,  and  aiill  retained  them, 
in  aatiafaction,  d&c. — Secondly,  that,  after  the 
accruing  of  the  causea  of  action,  and  before 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff 
wrongfully  aeised  the  defendant'a  goods, 
being  of  value  more  than  aufficient  to  aa- 
tisfy  the  cauaea  of  action,  and  retained  them 
for  an  unreaaonable  time,  to  wit,  dtc,  and 
converted  them ;  that  it  waa,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  auit,  agreed  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that,  for  the 
termination  of  disputes  between  them  con* 
oeming  the  cauaea  of  action  in  the  decla- 
ration, and  claima  made  by  the  defendant 
in  respect  of  the  aeizure  and  conversion, 
anch  demands  and  righta  of  action  ahonld 
be  mutually  relinquished,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff ahould  retain  the  gooda  as  a  final  settle- 
ment in  full  satisfaction  and  diacharge  of  the 
aaid  cauaea  o(  action ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff accepted  and  received,  and  still  retained, 
the  aaid  gooda  in  anch  full  aatiafaction 
and  diacharge,— Thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff 
wrongfully  aeized  the  defendant*a  gooda,  to 
the  value  of  all  the  moneys  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned,  and  detained  the  gooda,  for 
an  unreaaonable  time,  and  converted  them, 
and  wrongfully  diaturbed  the  defendant  in 
the  peaceable  poaaession  of  the  rooms ;  that 
the  plaintiff  waa  daairona  of  regaining  poa- 
aeaaion  of  the  rooma ;  that,  after  the  accru- 
ing of  the  oauaaa  of  action,  and  before  the 
commencement  of  the  auit,  it  waa  agreed  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  that, 
to  put  an  end  to  disputes  in  respeet  of  the 
cauaea  of  action  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and 
other  alleged  causea  of  action  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  they  ahould  mutually  relin- 
quiah  their  claima,  that  the  plaintiff  ahonld 
retain  the  gooda  in  full  aatiafaction  and  dia- 
charge of  his  claim,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  reluiquish  her  right  to,  and  give  ap 
posaeaaion  of,  the  rooma,  and  should  be  dis- 
charged by  the  plaintiff  fi-om  all  claims;  and 
that  the  defendant  accordingly  relinquished 
her  claims,  and  gave  up  possession  during 
the  tenancy,  and  the  plaintiff  resumed,  and 
still  retained,  possession  of  the  rooms,  and 
retained  the  goods  so  seized,  in  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  causes  of  action : — 

Held,  that  the  pleas  were  good  pleas  of 
accord  and  satisfaction.    Jonee  v.  Sawkine. 

Page  142 
Held  alao,  that  the  replications, — which  in 
substance  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
aeize  or  detain  any  gooda  of  the  defendant 
of  aufficient  value  to  satisfy  the  rent  and 
costs,  or,  of  value  sufficient  for  a  full  satisfac- 
tion and  diacharge  of  the  causes  of  action,— 
were  bad,  aa  raiaing  an  inmiaterial  iasda. 


rnmot. 


»5tf 


Tit  varifjing  a  ptea  in  abatemantof  the  non- 
joinder of  a  oo>oontractor,  under  3  ft.  4  W. 
4,  c.  48,  a.  8,^  muat  atate  the  place  of  ratt- 
dme%  of  the  co-contractor,  and  not  merely  hia 
place  of  hmsinut.  Mayhmry  y.  Mudie.  283 
S.  Falaehood  or  inaufiiciency  of  the  affidavit 
in  thia  reapeet,  ia  a  ground  for  aatting  aaide 
the  plea  on  motion.  Ihid, 

It.  Wkai  fml  m  i$$ue  &y  "  Noi  GmUy^'^^ee 
Case. 

▼.  humt^nal  Zatiie.— Antd,  III.  ii.  8. 

IV.  DtmurrerB, 

Frtaatovf.l^The  court  refnaed  to  aet  aaide, 
aa  friToloua,  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration 
against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  in 
which  the  cause  aaaigoed  waa,  that  it  waa 
uncertain,  inasmuch  aa  the  defendant,  aa  to 
part  of  hia  Chriatian  name,  waa  deacribed 
by  the  initial  letter  only.     Noik  t.  Caldtr, 

177 
PRACTICE. 
I.  FroeetM. 
IJWaimoiif.]— The  court  refuaed  to  allow  the 
dates  of  writa  of  aummona  to  be  altered,  for 
the  pnrpoae  of  preventing   the  plaintiflTa 
claim  from  being  barred  by  the  atatute  of 
limitationa.    Campbell  v.  Smart.  196 

II.  StrHting  out  Ccmnia  or  PUoM. 

1.  The  court  will  not  allow  two  oounta  upon 
the  same  agreement,  to  avoid  a  difficulty  in 
atating  ita  legal  efiect.    Swuth  v.  Tkui^on, 

486 

2.  The  firat  connt  aet  out  an  agreement  where- 
by the  defendant  undertook  to  receive  the 
plaintiff  into  hia  aervice  aa  clerk  for  six 
months,  and  at  the  expiration  of  that  period, 
ahould  there  be  no  juat  cause  ahown  to  the 
contrary,  to  enter  into  a  further  agreement 
with  the  plaintiff  for  a  further  engagement 
for  two  yeara :  and  the  firat  breach  aaaigned, 
waa,  that,  at  the  expiration  of  the  aix 
months,  although  no  just  cauae  waa  then 
ahown  to  the  contrary,  the  defendant  refuaed 
to  enter  into  aucb  further  agreement  aa 
aforeaaid. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiff 
had  been  for  six  months,  and  then  was,  in 
the  service  of  the  defendant  aa  clerk,  and 
that  the  defendant  promised  to  continue 
him  in  such  aervice  for  two  yeara ;  and  aa- 
aigned for  breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not 
continue  the  plaintiff  in  hia  aervice  for  the 
two  years. 

A  judge  at  charobera  having  made  an  or- 
der to  strike  out  so  much  of  the  first  count 
aa  related  to  the  first  breach,— on  the  ground 
that  the  two  counta  were  in  apparent  viola- 
tion of  the  5th  role  of  Hilary  term,  4  W.  4, 
-^he  court  rafnaad  to  diatorb  tha  order.  Hid. 


3.  A  eouttt  in  traapaaa  for  entering  rooma  and 
taking  goods,  waa  not  altowed  to  be  joined 
with  a  count'for  taking  goods  of  the  like  quan- 
tity, dbc.,  aa  and  for  a  dietreasfor  rent  falaely 
pretended  to  be  due.  ^Mre  v.  Lee.  Page  754 

4.  In  caaa  for  infiringement  of  copyright,  the 
court  refused  to  sJfow  a  count  founded  upon 
a  oommon-law  right,  to  be  joined  with 
oounta  on  the  atatute  5  dt  6  Vict.  c.  45,  upon 
the  aame  cauae  of  action.  Boaxey  v.  Tottim. 

476 

5.  To  a  plea  in  quare  impedit,  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied traveraing  a  material  allegation  in  the 
plea,  and  adding  another  distinct  replicatfon. 
The  court  ordered  the  aeoond  replication 
to  be  atruck  out,  with  coata.  ToUtm  v.  The 
BUhop  9f  CarlUlt.  761 

6.  Where,  upon  a  demurrer  to  one  of  aeveral 
rejoindera  to  replicationa  to  aeveral  pleaa, 
the  defendant,  inatead  of  joining  in  demur- 
rer, delivera  to  the  plaintiff  an  entry  of  a  relin- 
quishment of  the  rejoinder  demurred  to,  and 
of  the  plea  to  which  aueh  rejoinder  relates, 
—the  court  cannot  order  that  auch  plea,  and 
the  replication  and  rejoinder  thereto,  be 
atruck  out,  and  that  the  plaintiff  pay  the 
oosta  of  such  striking  out.  Davidton  v.  Bekn. 

170 

7.  The  superflooua  pleadinga  were  struck  out, 
by  consent,  without  costs.  Ibid. 

IIL   Adding  Fleae. 

The  court,  after  notice  of  trial  given  and  coun- 
termanded, allowed  the  defendant,— the 
trial  not  being  delayed  thereby, — ^to  add, 
upon  terma,  a  plea  that  the  plaintiff  waa  not 
a  awom  broker  of  the  city  of  London,  in  an 
action  for  work  and  labour,  and  money  paid, 
by  the  plaintiff,  as  a  broker,  upon  the  pur- 
chase and  aale  of  railway  aharea.  Field  v. 
Sawyer.  844 

IV.  Judgment  a$  in  Case  of  a  Noneuit. 

i.  Time  for  mooing  for.]  — 1.  An  order  ataying 
all  further  proceedings  in  the  cause  "  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court,**  cannot  be 
viraived  by  a  notice  of  abandonment  of  auch 
order  from  the  defendant,  ao  as  to  enable 
him  to  move  for  judgment  aa  in  case  of  a 
nonsuit.     Wilson  v.  VpJUl.  245 

2.  In  1639,  an  action  was  brought  against  A., 
B.,  C,  and  D.,  which,  ao  far  aa  concerned 
A.  and  B.,  waa  at  isaue  in  July,  1840.  Aa 
againat  C.  and  D.,  the  cause  never  waa 
oompletaly  at  issue ;  but  both  were  dead. 

Held,  that,  in  the  absence  of  some  sug- 
gestion on  the  record,  of  the  deaths  of  C.  and 
D.,  it  waa  not  competent  to  A.  and  B.  to 
move  for  judgment  aa  in  case  of  a  nonsuit. 
PfaJhia  V.  StUTtk.  474 

ii.  Snfideney  of  Excuse.] — ^Upon  a  rule  for 
judgment  as  in  caae  of  a  nonauit,  an  affidavit 
of  the  plaintiff'a  attorney,  atating  that  **he 
had  not  had  an  opportunity  of  aaeing  the  plain- 
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tiflT,  wbo  rended  wme  distance  from  bun, 
and  that  he  verily  believed  the  plaintiff  was 
not  quite  prepared  with  sufficient  evidence 
to  go  to  trial  earlier,'* — was  held  to  present 
a  sufficient  excuse  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  taf 
discharge  the  rule  upon  giving  a  peremptory 
undertaking.  Rkhardt  v.  Uawur.  Page  582 

iii.  VefauUj  after  Peremptory  UndeHakmg.1 
— ^Where,  in  pursuance  of  a  peremptory  on* 
dertaking,  the  record  is  carried  in,  and  the 
cause  is  entered  for  trial,  but  is  made  a 
remanet,  the  plaintiff  ia  entitled  to  discharge 
a  rule  absolute  for  judgment  as  in  ease  of  a 
nonsuit,  and  to  enlarge  the  peremptory  un- 
dertaking. Sixti  Y,  FoUtti.  853 
V.  Enlarged  Sulee. 

Where  the  party  who  has  to  show  cause 
against  a  rule,  moves  to  enlarge  it,  it  is  Ait 
duty  to  draw  up  and  serve  the  rule  for  that 
purpose ;  where  a  rule  is  enlarged  by  con- 
sent, it  is  the  duty  of  the  psrty  who  originally 
moved  the  rule,  to  keep  it  alive,  by  drawing 
up  and  serving  the  enlarged  rule.  Batty  r, 
Marriott.  420 

VI.  Turning  Special  Caea  into  Special  Verdict. 

The  court  refused  to  allow  a  special  case,  stated 
under  a  judge's  order  pursuant  to  the  3  &.  4 
W.  4,  c.  42,  8.  25,  to  be  argued,  where  the 
court  was  to  draw  inferences  from  the  iacts 
stated,  as  a  jury  might,  and  liberty  was  re- 
served to  either  party  to  turn  it  into  a  special 
verdict.    Engttrom  v.  Brightman,  419 

VII.  Sight  to  Begin, 

1.  In  ejectment,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
claimed  as  devisee  under  a  will  of  J.  S.  At 
the  trial,  the  defeqdants  admitted  the  seisin 
of  J.  S.,  and  the  due  execution  of  that  will, 
and  that  the  plaiotiffwasprtnid/aae  entitled 
under  it,  and  proposed  to  set  up  a  subsequent 
will  revoking  the  first  will.  The  defendants 
were  permitted  to  begin: — Hddt  that  the 
plaintiff  should  have  been  permitted  to  begin. 
Doe  d.  Bather  v.  Brayne.  655 

2.  Heldt  also,  thst  an  erroneous  ruling  with 
respect  to  the  right  to  begin,  is  ground  for  a 
new  trial ;  but  that,  at  all  events,  it  is  so, 
where  prejudice  has  resulted  from  the  course 
taken.  Ibid, 

VIII.  Setting  aeide  Proceedinge. 

A  writ  or  summons  issued  on  the  8th  of  April, 
and  an  alias  on  the  10th  of  August.  The 
plaintiff  entered  an  appearance  to  the  aliae, 
9fc.  eiat,,  and  filed  a  declaration.  The  de- 
fendant (who  had  appeared  to  the  first  writ), 
treating  the  declaration  aa  a  declaration  in 
a  second  action,  pleaded  the  pendency  of  a 
former  action  for  the  same  cause.  The  plsin- 
tifl'  took  issue  thereon  :-^The  court  refused 
to  grant  the  defendant  a  rule  to  set  aaide  the 
issue.    Naek  v.  Colder,  513 

IX.  Norn  Trial 

Alleged  Mitearriage  ef  Jury,} -^  A    witneM 


called  for  the  plaintiff,  in  answering  a  ques- 
tion put  to  him  by  the  defendant's  ooansslon 
cross-examination,  added  a  statement  which 
was  not  evidence,  and  of  which  the  judge  did 
not  make  a  note.  The  plaintiff 'a  ooonsel  in 
his  reply,  observing  npon  tlw  statement  so 
made,  was  interrupted  by  one  of  the  jury, 
who  had  onderstood  the  sutement  in  a  sense 
opposite  to  the  tmth.  The  plaintiff's  eoon- 
sel  thereupon  asked  the  judge  to  recall  the 
witness,  in  order  that  the  mistake  might  be 
corrected.  The  judge  refrised  to  do  so,  say- 
ing that  the  statement  was  not  eridence, 
and  told  the  jury  that  they  must  not  taks 
it  into  their  consideration : — Hdd,  that  the 
decisuin  of  the  judge  was  correct ;  and  thst 
the  possibility  of  the  jury's  having  per- 
mitted their  verdict  to  be  influenced  by  the 
statement,  was  no  ground  for  a  new  trial. 
Cattlin  V.  Barker.  Page  201 

X.  Amendment  of  Beeord,  pending  a  Writ  ^ 
Error. 

The  plaintiff  carried  in  the  roll,  and  gave  the 
defendant  (who  had  obtained  the  verdict) 
notice  to  complete  it.  The  defendant's  attor- 
ney finding  the  roll  apparently  complete 
down  to  the  end  of  the  poffas,  merely  added 
the  usual  entry  of  the  amount  of  costs  ad- 
judged to  the  defendant.  A  writ  of  error 
being  afterwards  brought,  it  wss  objected 
by  the  plaintiff,  before  the  court  of  error, 
that  there  was  no  entry  of  the  return  of  the 
niei  prius  record ;  whereupon  the  judgment 
was  postponed,  in  order  to  give  the  defend- 
ant an  opportunity  to  apply  to  this  court  to 
amend  the  record.  The  plaintiff  baring  re- 
fused to  consent  to  the  amendment,  upon  a 
summons  at  chambers,  and  there  being 
ground  for  supposing  the  omission  to  have 
been  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  himself, — the 
court  made  a  rule  absolute  for  amending  the 
record  at  his  expense.    Naoton  v.  Boodle, 

906 
XI.  Writ  ttf  Trial. 

The  defendant,  appearing  and  consenting  to 
an  order  for  a  writ  to  try  the  ieeue  (two  is* 
sues  being  joined),  was  held  to  be  estopped 
firom  moving  to  set  aside  the  writ,  which 
directed  the  sheriff  to  try  "  the  ietuee"  si- 
though  he  objected  at  the  trials  that  the 
writ  was  not  warranted  by  the  order.  Rvm- 
Uestone  v.  WeUutm.  195 

PRESCRIPTIVE  RIGHT. 
Watertonree. 
In  ease  by  a  reversioner  for  widening  a  chan- 
nel or  watercourse  in  a  close  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  his  tenant,  the  defendant  pleaded  a 
prescriptive  right,--enjoyed  for  twenty  yesra 
and  upwards,  as  of  right  and  without  inter- 
ruption, by  the  occupiers  of  a  certain  close, 
•-^0  a  watercoorse,  and  also  a  right  to  enter 
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ht  the  purpose  of  deuiaiig  and  Moaring  th« 
Mme,  when  necoMary,  m  tppurteiMnt  to 
the  fluid  dose. 

The  leplieation  tra^erfed  the  right  to  the 
weteroouree,  and  the  right  to  enter  for  the 
porpoae  of  cleanfling  and  aoouring  r— 

Held,  that  the  right  to  the  wateroourae, 
and  the  right  to  acour  and  cleanse,  consti- 
tuted one  entire  right,  and  consequently 
that  such  right  waa  properly  put  in  issue  in 
its  entirety.    FHer  ▼.  Danid.        Psge  568 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Factos. 

PRISONER. 
CommiiwutU  and  Cuttody  9f» 
1.  The  court  refused  to  grant  a  Aoftass  C9f|w« 
to  bring  up  a  prisoner  under  sentence  of  the 
oourt  of  Queen's  Bench  for  a  misdemeanor, 
in  order  to  discuss  the  Yslidity  of  the  war- 
rant under  which  he  was  committed.  1%  rt 
Richard  Dunn.  215 

9.  The  court  refused  to  grant  a  haheat  eorput 
to  a  prisoner  in  custody  under  process  out 
of  the  court  of  chancery,  applied  for,  on  the 
ground  that  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  pri- 
son had  improperly  removed  him  to  a  part 
of  the  prison  provided  for  prisoners  of  a  par- 
ticular class.    Ex  parte  William  Cobbett. 

418 
PROHIBITION. 
See  CoTJimr  Court,  II. 

PROTECTION. 
See  Pleadino,  III.  i. 


QUARE  IMPEDIT. 
Pleadingt  m. 
To  a  plea  in  quare  impediif  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied traversing  a  material  allegation  in  the 
plea,  and  adding  another  distinct  replication. 
The  court  ordered  the  second  replication 
to  be  atmck  out,  with  coats.  Toltoft  v.  The 
Biehapef  Carlisle.  761 

QUIETUS. 
Memorandum  in  lieu  of,  157  (a). 


RAILWAY  SCRIP. 
See  VmnvM. 

REGISTRATION. 
See  Joint  Stock  Comtaht,  I. 

RELEASES,  MUTUAL. 
See  ABBinuxiirr,  III. 

RESTRAINT  OF  TRADE. 
See  CoiiTftACT,  II. 


RETRAXIT. 
See  PaACTicB,  IL  6. 


SALE. 
See  CoirrmACT. 

SvNOAT  Traduvo. 

VBiri»0R  AKD  PVRCBASIB. 

SAMPLE. 
Sale  by—See  Contract,  III. 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 
See  Costs,  IIL 

SETTING  ASIDE  PROCEEDINGS. 
See  Practicb,  VIII. 

SCIENTER. 
See  Casb,  I.  it 

SLANDER. 
The  venue  in  an  action  of  alander  cannot  be 
changed  on  epeeial  grounda  until  after  iasue 
joined.    Ho^e  v.  Churchward.  495 

SOLD-NOTE. 
Material  AUeratian—See  Contract,  III. 

SPECIAL  VERDICT. 
See  Pbactics,  VI. 

STAMP. 
L  OnDeede. 
i.  Conveyance.] — ^By  indenture  between  A. 
and  B., — reciting,  that  B.  having  become 
surety  on  behalf  of  A.  for  the  payment  of 
6002.  due  fix>m  A.  to  C,  in  consideration 
of  C.'s  forbearing  proceedings  sgainst  A., 
A.,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  B.  the 
payment  of  the  600/.  in  case  he  should  be 
required,  ss  such  surety,  to  psy  the  same  to 
C,  had  executed  a  bond  to  B.,  conditioned 
for  the  payment  to  B.,  his  executors,  &c.,of 
600/.  on  a  certain  day ;  and  that,  for  the  bet 
ter  securing  to  B.  the  payment  of  the  600/., 
in  case  he  should  be  required,  ss  such 
surety,  to  pay  the  same  to  C,  A.  had  agreed 
to  grant,  dtc.,  his  household  goods  and  ef- 
fects, du;.,  to  B., — ^A.,  in  consideration  of  B. 
having  become  such  surety,  gran^  unto  B. 
hia  aaid  goods  and  effects,  &c.,  unto,  and 
to  the  proper  use  and  behoof  of,  B.,  bis 
executors,  du;.,  for  ever.  The  indenture 
contained  a  proviao  to  be  void  on  payment 
to  C.  of  600/.,  with  interest,  on  a  given  day, 
—a  covenant  by  A.  with  B.  to  pay  the  600/. 
and  intereat  to  C,  and  to  indemnify  B.,  his 
executors,  dLC.,  from  the  psjnment  thereof, 
— a  covenant  by  A.  for  quiet  enjoyment  by 
B.  in  case  of  defanlt;— ^  covenant  to  insure, 
— «nd  a  power  of  aale  for  payment  to  C.  of 
the  600/.  and  intereat :— 
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0«U,  that  this  tiideiiCare  wm  properly 
•tamped  with  the  ordinary  deed  (1/.  lit.) 
stamp,  without  either  an  ad  valorem  or  a  25L 
stamp,— the  bond  from  A.  to  B.  having  been 
•tamped  with  the  progressive  daty  (52.)  upon 
6002.     Waitom  v.  Maequire.  Page  836 

ii.  Mortgage.] — ^An  indenture  quadripartite  be- 
tween  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  recited  that  A. 
was  entitled  to  certain  copyhold  land ;  that 
he  had  contracted  for  the  sale  of  it  to  D., 
who  had  been  let  into  poaeession,  and  had 
erected  certain  cottages  on  the  land ;  that 
D.  had  entered  into  an  agreement  to  mort- 
gage the  land  to  C.  for  4002. ;  that,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrjring  the  agreements  for  mort- 
gage and  purchase  simuttaneonsly  into  ef- 
fect, certain  surrenders  to  a  trustee  had  been 
made  by  A.  and  B.— the  one  by  direction 
of  D.,  to  such  uses  as  G.  should  appoint, 
and,  in  default  of  appointment,  to  the  use  of 
G.  and  his  heirs — the  other  to  the  use  of  D. 
and  his  heirs,  subject  to  the  surrender  in  fa- 
vour of  C.  The  indenture  then  witnessed, 
that,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreements,  and 
in  consideration  of  the  premises,  A.  and  B. 
covenanted  with  C,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
and  alto  teparatdy  with  D.^  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, that  they  A.  and  B.  had  right  to  con- 
vey, for  quiet  enjoyment,  &c. ;  and  that,  in 
further  pursuance  of  the  agreements,  and  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  D.  covenanted 
with  C.  for  payment  of  the  400Z.  and  inte- 
rest,— wi(h  power  of  sale  on  default,  a  pro- 
viso for  quiet  enjoyment,  and  a  declaration 
that  the  trustee  in  whom  the  copyholds  vrere 
vested,  should  stand  seised,  in  trust  for  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  securing 
payment  of  principal  and  interest,  and,  sub- 
ject thereto,  for  the  defendant,  his  heirs, 
dLc. : — Hdd,  that  this  indenture  was  not  an 
instrument  operating  upon  several  "  matters 
or  things"  within  the  12  Ann.  stat.*2,  c.  9, 
s.  24,  and  that  the  first  skin  was  therefore 
properly  stamped  with  a  single  35t.  stamp. 
Ruthbrook  v.  Hood,  131 

;iii.  Further  CAarjre.]— By  a  second  indenture, 
made  between  D.  and  C.,— reciting  the  for- 
mer indenture,  that  D.  had  made  default  in 
payment  of  the  4002.  and  interest,  and  had 
applied  to  C.  to  lend  him  the  further  sum  of 
1002.,  which  C.  had  consented  to  do, — ^D.  co- 
venanted with  C,  his  heirs,  &c.,  that  the 
copyhold  should  remain  further  charged  with 
the  1002.  and  interest,  and  that  C.  should 
hold  the  property  as  security  for  the  whole 
Bum  of  5002.  and  interest : — 

Hdd^  that  this  indenture  operated  as  a 

further  charge,  and  therefore  was  properly 

stamped  with  a  Mt.  stamp,  tmder  the  55  G. 

3,  c.  164.  lUd, 

II.  On  Agreememtt. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  an  ac- 
commodation biltrthe  foUovring  memoran- 


dnm,  with  reforsnea  to  die  bill  4eelmd  on, 
was  held  to  be  admiasible  in  evideoee  with- 
out a  stamp, — *'  I  hereby  acknowledge  tbct 
you  have,  for  my  accommodation,  acoeplcd 
a  bill  of  even  date  herewith,  for  252.,  paya* 
ble,  dtc;  and  I  agree  to  provide  forihe  suae 
when  due."    Notley  v.  Webb,        Page  834 

2.  By  a  memorandum  of  agreement  (contain- 
ing words  of  present  demiae),  A.  agreed  to 
let  certain  premises  to  B.  for  two  yesrs,  at  a 
certain  rent,  and  that  B.  ahouhi  have  th« 
right  of  purchasing  the  premises  at  the  end 
of,  or  at  any  time  during  the  term,  for  a 
given  aum,— "  ii  hemg  underetood  that  A. 
was  possessed  of  the  same  premises  for  his 
own  life  and  the  life  of  Mra.  M.,  and  the  sor- 
vivor  of  them  :**— J7e2d,  that  a  single  lease 
stamp  CSOt,  under  55  G.  3,  c.  84)  was  aulfi- 
dent.  fVortkimgton  ▼.  Warrington,  536 
III.  Other  Doeumentt, 

In  an  action  by  S.  F.,  a  coal-merchant,  against 
his  clerk,  to  recover  the  amount  of  money 
received  and  not  accounted  for,  the  plaimifi 
having  proved  an  admission  by  the  defend- 
ant on  the  15th  of  August,  that  a  sum  of  122. 
was  due,  the  latter  oflered  in  evidence  an 
unstamped  receipt,  of  a  subsequent  date,  for 
a  larger  amount.  This  being  rejected,  the 
defendant  gave  in  evidence  a  memorandum 
on  the  back  of  the  aame  paper,  written  and 
aigned  by  the  plaintiff,  aa  follows : — "  Ba- 
lanced up  to  this  day,  as  per  cash-book.  8. 
F..  19  Nov."  :— 

Hdd,  that  this  memorsndum  did  not  re- 
quire a  receipt  stamp,  and  was  properly  ad- 
mitted, without  producing,  and  without 
notice  to  produce,  the  cash-book  to  which  it 
referred,  which  was  in  the  plaintiff's  poa- 
session.    Finney  t.  Tootdl.  450 

STATUTE. 
Conttruetion  of. 
Distinction   between    ettefi2ta2  provisions  in 
statutes,  and  such  proyisions  as  are  directory 
only,  654  (a), 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
See  Sunday  TsADnro. 

SUBSCRIBING  WITNESS. 
See  EvroBKCB,  II. 

SUICIDE. 
See  CovsNAitT. 

SUNDAY  TRADING. 
1.  A.  agreed  to  purchase  of  B.  a  carriage,  then 
standing  in  the  shop  of  B.,  A.  at  the  same 
time  desiring  that  certain  alterations  might 
be  made  in  it.  The  alterationa  having  been 
made,  the  carriage  was,  at  A.'s  request 
placed  in  the  back  shop.  On  Saturday,  tha 
14th  of  November,  A.  called  at  the  shop, 
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•nd  M^QNltd  B.  to  litre  a  hone  and  man  fn 
him,  and  to  aend  tha  ooniage  to  his  house 
on  iba  Ibllowing  day,  ia  order  that  he  might 
take  a  drive  in  it,-oA.  having  previonalf 
intimated  hia  intention  to  take  the  eairiage 
o«t  a  lew  timea,  in  order  that,  aa  ha  was  go* 
lag  to  take  it  abroad,  it  might  paaa  the  cna- 
toiB*hoiise  aa  a  second-hand  carriage.  The 
carriage  was  accordingly  aent  to  and  used 
by  A.  on  the  Sunday,  A.  paying  for  the  hire 
ef  the  horse  and  man.  A.  afterwarda  refused 
to  take  Qg  to  pay  for  the  carriage  :*— 

ffddf  that  there  was  a  sufficient  aocept- 
anee  of  the  carriage  by  A.  before  Sunday, 
the  15th  of  NoTember,  within  the  17th  aec- 
tkm  of  the  29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover  upon  a  count  for  goods 
bargained  and  sold.    Beaumont  v.  Brengeri, 

Page  301 

!.  Quare,  whether  the  statute  29  Car.  2,  c.  7, 

avoids  a  previous  parol  contract  for  the  sale 

of  goods,  where  the  delivery  and  acceptance 


take  place  on  a  Sunday  f 


Ibid. 


TENANT  AT  SUFFERANCE. 
Sea  EsTorpBL. 


TENDER. 
I.  Prwffqf. 

1.  A  tender  of  a  qttsrter*s  rent,  coupled  with  a 
demand  of  a  receipt  to  a  particular  day ,— the 
contest  between  the  parties  being  whether 
one  or  tvro  quartera*  rent  were  due,— is  not 
a  valid  tender.    Findk  v.  Miller.  428 

2.  A.  demands  from  B.  H.,17f.  for  aeveral 
matters,  including  lOt.  for  a  particular  ser- 
vice performed  by  A.  B.  tenders  19f.  6d. 
This  will  not  support  a  plea  of  tender  of  lOi . 
on  account  of  such  service.  Hardingham  v. 
AUen.  793 

11.  Of  part  of  an  entire  Demand. 

1.  A  tender  of  part  of  an  entire  demand  ia  in- 
operative.   Dixon  V.  ClarJte,  365 

2.  A  declaration  in  debt  on  simple  contract 
containing  two  counts,  in  each  of  which  262. 
waa  demanded.  The  defendants  pleaded,  as 
to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  as  to  51.  parcel,  &c.,  a  tender. 

The  plaintiff  replied— that,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  tender,  and  of  the  request 
and  refusal  after  mentioned,  and  until  and  at 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  a  larger 
sum  than  5Z.,  to  wit,  131. 15f.,  part  of  the 
money  in  the  declaration  demanded,  was 
due  torn  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  ae 
one  entire  tam,  and  on  one  entire  eontraet 
and  liability ,  and  inclusive  of,  and  not  sepa- 
rate or  divisible  from,  the  aaid  sum  of  52., 
and  the  same  being  a  contract  and  liability 
by  which  the  defendanU  were  liable  to  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  whole  of  the  said  larger 
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sum  in  one  entire  snm  upon  request;  and 
that,  after  the  laat*memk>ned  and  larger  snm 
had  become  ao  due,  and  while  the  aaoM 
remahied  unpaid,  the  plaintiff  feqvesied  of 
the  defendanta  payment  of  the  last-men* 
tioned  and  larger  snm,  of  which  the  said  51. 
in  the  plea  mentioned  vras  then  such  indivi- 
sible parcel  as  aforeaaid ;  yet  that  the  de- 
fendants reiiiaad  to  pay  the  aaid  larger  earn ; 
wherefore  the  plaintiff  refused  the  said  51.  r— 
Held,  on  special  demmrer,  that  the  repli- 
cation was  a  good  answer  to  the  plea;  and 
that,  if  there  was  any  sst-off,  or  other  just 
cause  for  not  paying  the  larger  sni 
have  come  by  way  of  rejoinder. 

TRADE  MARKS. 
PiraOng-^oe  Casb,  II. 

TRESPASS. 
I.  WTkere  Maintainalde. 

1.  In  September,  1846,  a  partnership  waa  en- 
tered into  between  A.  and  B.,  the  terms  of 
which  were  never  definitively  arranged.  Tho 
business  continued  to  be  carried  on,  in  the 
names  of  A.  andB.,  in  a  ahop  and  counting- 
house  forming  part  of  a  house  of  which  A. 
was  lessee,  down  to  the  25th  of  December, 
when  A.  cauaed  B.  to  be  aerved  with  a  no- 
tice to  dissolve  the  partnership.  On  the  2d 
of  January,  1847,  B.  broke  and  entered  the 
shop  and  counting-house  v—Bdd,  that  he  vras 
liable  in  trespaas ;  his  right  to  the  occupation 
of  the  premises  havmg  ceased  with  the  de- 
termination of  the  partnership.  Benikam  v . 
Gray.  138 

2.  A.  ia  seised  in  fee  of  a  close,  upon  which 
the  burgesses  of  B.  have  aright,  during  a 
certain  portion  of  the  year,  to  depasture  their 
cattle,  and  have,  during  that  period,  exclu- 
sive possession  of  the  close. 

A.  may  maintain  an  action  of  trespaaa 
against  a  party  who,  during  that  period,  com- 
mits a  trespass  in  the  subsoil  by  digging 
holes,  but  not  against  one  who,  during  that 
period,  merely  rides  over  the  close.  Cox  v. 
Glue.  533 

3.  By  indenture  between  A.  end  B.,— re- 
citing, that  B.  having  become  anrety  on 
behalf  of  A.  for  the  payment  of  600/. 
due  from  A.  to  C,  in  consideration  of 
C.'s  forbearing  proceedings  against  A., 
A.,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  B.  the 
payment  of  the  60M.,  in  caae  he  ahould  be 
required,  as  such  surety,  to  pay  the  aame  to 
C,  had  ezeented  a  bond  to  B.,  conditioned 
for  the  payment  to  B.,  his  ezecntora,  &c.,of 
600/.  on  a  certain  day ;  and  that,  for  the  bet- 
ter aecuring  to  B.  the  payment  of  the  600/., 
in  case  he  should  be  required,  aa  such 
surety,  to  pay  the  aame  to  C,  A.  had  agreed 
to  grant,  &c.,  his  household  goods  and  ef- 
fects, dec.,  to  B.,— A.,  m  consideration  of  B. 
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haviog  become  eneh  earetj,  granted  onto  B. 
hk  eaid  goods  end  efieots,  dLc,  unto,  and 
to  the  pr<^)er  uae  and  behoof  of,  B.,  hie 
exBcnton,  6lc,  for  ever.  The  indenture 
contained  aproTiaoto  be  void  on  payment 
to  C.  of  6002.,  with  interest,  on  a  given  day, 
—a  covenant  by  A.  with  B.  to  pay  the  6001. 
and  interest  to  C,  and  to  indemnify  B.,  his 
exeeators,  6lc,  from  the  payment  thereof, 
—a  covenant  by  A.  for  quiet  eiyoyment  by 
B.  in  case  of  default,— a  covenant  to  insure, 
—and  a  power  of  sale  for  payment  to  C.  of 
the  6002.  and  interest  t^ 

HM,  that  B.  might  maintain  trespass 
against  the  sheriff  for  seising  these  goods 
under  B.JLfa,  against  A.,  notwithstanding 
that  up  to  the  time  of  the  seixure  they 
remained  in  A.'s  possession.  Watton  v. 
Maejuin,  Psge  836 

II.  Damages  in. 
A.'8  carriage  was  driven  against  the  wheel  of 
B.'s  chaise :  the  collision  threw  a  person 
who  wss  in  the  chaise  upon  the  dashing- 
board  ;  the  dashing-board  fell  on  the  badL 
of  the  horse  and  caused  him  to  kick,  and 
thereby  the  chaise  was  injured :— HeU,  that 
B.  was  entitled  to  recover  in  f  reipai t  against 
A.  damages  commensurate  with  the  whole 
of  the  injury  sustained.  GUbertion  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 502 
And  $ee  Assault. 

CoirvicTioK. 
PxAcncx,  II.  3. 

TRIAL. 
Sight  to  Ugiit^Soo  Practice,  VII, 

TROVER. 
In  trover,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  A.,  being 
lawfully  possessed,  lost  the  goods,  which 
came  into  the  hands  of  B.,  and  the  defond- 
ants,  as  servsnts  of  A.,  took  them  from  B. 
Held,  that,  under  a  rapUcation  do  i^furid, 
the  plaintiff  might  set  up  a  conveyance  from 
A.  to  the  parties  under  whom  he  claimed. 
Byre  v.  ScovM.  702 


USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 
Soe  EsTomL. 


VARIANCE. 
See  PLtAnnre,  II. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 
Comraetfor  TitU. 
By  a  memorandum  of  agreement  (contain- 
ing  words  of  present  demise),  A.  sgreed  to 
let  certain  promises  to  B.  for  two  yesn,  at  a 
certain  ront,  and  that  B.  should  have  the 
right  of  purchasing  the  premises  at  the  end 
of,  or  at  any  time  during  the  term,  for  a 
given  sum,— ^'  it  being  understood  that  A. 
was  possessed  of  the  same  premises  for  his 
own  lifo  and  the  lifo  of  fifrs.  M.,  and  of  the 
survivor  of  them :"— J5r«U,  that  by  thisagree- 
ment,  A.  bound  himself  to  make  title  to  the 
promises  for  the  livesof  himself  and  M.,  and 
the  life  of  the  survivor.  ITorfAtiigfMi  v. 
Warrington.  Psge  536 

VENUE. 
I.  Changing. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  banker's  check,  the 
venue  cannot  be  changed  upon  the  common 
affidavit     WdA  v.  Inwardo.  483 

2.  The  venue  in  an  action  of  slander  cannot  be 
changed  on  epeeial  grounds  until  sfter  isme 
joined.  Hodge  v.  Churdiward,  495 
II.  Undertaking  UgioeMnierialBoidonee. 

Where  the  venue  is  restored,  upon  the  "«ift 
undertaking,— Y«R&I«,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  give  material  evidence  in  the  origi- 
nal county,  without  any  proof  of  the  under- 
taking bdng  given  on  the  defendant's  p«rt. 
But,  supposing  such  proof  to  be  necesssry, 
the  undertaking  would  be  sufficiently  proved 
by  the  production  of  an  office-copy  of  the 
rule.    Streeter  v.  BarUett.  562 


WAGER. 
See  GAimra. 

WATERCOURSE. 
See  PRBSCRIPTIVE  Rioar. 

WITNESS. 
Competencj/  of-^ee  Evidbncb,  I. 

WRIT  OF  ERROR. 
jPneeloiif. 
The  court  refused  to  treat  an  assignment  of 
error  as  frivolous,  where  the  ground  of  ernyr 
assigned  was  that  a  m.  sa.  had  been  awarded 
since  the  7  A&  8  Vict.  c.  96,  against  a  plaintiff 
who  had  been  nonsuited.  Newton  v.  Lord 
A.  Conyn^am.  749 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 
Soe  PsAcnot,  XI. 
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I.  Ctt»9$  decide  upon  tkt  Conttrmeiion  of  tho 
Ripou  Act,  3  W,  4,  e.  45.  Page  961 

II.  Cffief  deeidod  upon  the  Conttruaion  of  the 
Rboistration  Act,  6  4-7  Via.  c.  18.     961 

III.  Pnelieo  and  Coune  of  Proeeodimg  upon 
Eviration  AppeaU.  962 

IV.  Parftevlar  Poinio.  963 


I.  CaooB  upon  the  Congtruetion  of  tkt  Rbvorm 
Act,  8  W,  4,  e.  45. 

Soetion  20.— Oeevjmfwit  oo  Tmani, 
Committee  qf Lunatic  $  E8tate.}^ndd,  thtt  the 
committee  of  e  lunatic's  estate,  who  has  ta* 
ken  into  hie  own  occupation  part  of  the  land, 
charging  himself, — in  the  account  rendered 
hyhim  to  the  court  of  Chancery,  and  allow- 
ed by  the  master,^-with  a  yearly  simi  as 
"  rent,*'  does  not  thereby  become  an  occu- 
pying tenant  within  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  20. 
Burton,  app.,  Lan^^ttm,  reap.  92 

Section  27.-^Si^gieieney  of  Qualifeatien, 

1.  SictUrn^.]— 'Where  the  revising  barrister 
finds  a  certain  erection  to  be  a  "  building'* 
within  the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  s.  27,  and  giTss  a 
deacription  of  it  that  does  not  necesssrily 
show  that  it  cannot  be  a  building  within  the 
act,  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  his  de- 
cision.    WatMon,  app.,  Cotton,  reap.         51 

2.  Apartmente. — Non-reeidmee  of  Landlord.] 
—One  who  has  the  ezcIusiTC  occupation  of 
apartments  in  a  house,  at  a  rent,  having  a 
key  of  the  outer  door,  and  free  and  uncon- 
trolled access  thereto  at  all  times— the  land- 
lord occupying  a  portion  of  the  premises, 
bat  not  reeiding  therein — is  entitled  to  be 


registered  as  tenant  of  a  "  building"  within 
the  2  W.  4,  c.  45,  8.  27;  dubUante  V.  Wxl- 
LiAiB,  J.  2bsu,  app.,  Ludtett,  nsp,  23 
3.  Counttng-kouee.] — A.  occupied  as  a  count- 
ing-house, a  room  in  a  house,  the  landlord 
of  which  also  had  a  eounting-houae  there, 
but  did  not  rsftde  there.  There  was  an  outer 
door,  which  was  locked  at  night.  A.  had 
DO  key  of  this  door,  nor  was  there  any  key- 
hole on  the  outside.  A  person  employed 
and  paid  by  the  landlord  lived  in  the  hoaae, 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  premises, 
and  letting  in  the  several  tenants  when  the 
outer  door  was  cloasd :— H«U,  that  A.  was 
tenant  of  a  oounting-honse,  vrithin  the  2  W. 
4,  e.  45,  a.  27.  Demning,  app.,  Imekett, 
resp.  40 


n.    Caiet  decided  upon  ike  Conetruetion  of  the 
RsatSTaATioH  Act,  6  4-7  Via.  c.  18. 
Seaion  4.— Change  in  QualiJUation. 

One  who  is  on  the  register  as  entitled  to  vote 
for  a  county  in  respect  of  an  occupation  of 
land  above  501.  a  year,  bat  who  ceaaes  to 
occnpy  the  sosie  land,  and  enters  apon  the 
occupation  of  other  land,  vrithin  the  twelve 
months  next  preceding  the  81st  of  July,  does 
not  "retain  the  ssaie  qualification  as  de- 
scribed in  such  register,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  6  dt  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  4,— althongh 
the  description  in  the  register  be  general, 
and  sufficiently  Isrge  to  embrace  either  oc- 
cupation ;  and  therefore  he  is  bound,  nnder 
sect.  73,  to  send  in  a  new  claim  in  respect  of 
such  substituted  occupation.  Burton,  app., 
Gery,  resp.  7 

Seaion  17.— Notice  of  Obfeaion, 

1.  Service  of]  —The  proof  of  service  of  a  notiea 

(961) 
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of  objoctioii  WM  as  follows: — Tho  party 
employed  to  serve  it,  went  to  the  place  of 
abode  of  the  voter,  as  described  in  the  list, 
between  9  and  10  o'clock  at  night  on  the 
35th  of  August,  and  knocked  aeveral  times 
at  the  door ;  no  person  answering,  he  put 
the  notice  inside  the  door,  and  there  left  it. 
The  revising  barrister  having  decided  that 
the  time  and  mode  of  service  were  unrea- 
sonable—the court  confirmed  his  decision. 
WaUoH,  app.,  Pttf,  reap.  Page  77 

SemMe,  that  the  sufficiency  of  the  service 
was  a  question  for  the  revising  barrister.  Uid, 

Qumre,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  service 
of  a  notice  of  objection,  by  putting  it  under 
the  door  of  the  house  in  which  the  party  re- 
sides, unles  she  occupies  the  wkoU  house. 

mi. 

3.  De$eripliom  of  the  Ohjeetor.] — In  a  notice  of 
objection,  under  the  6  4t  7  Vict.  c.  18,  a.  17, 
ached.  (B)  No.  11,  to  a  party*s  right  to  be  re- 
gistered for  the  borough  of  C,  the  objector 
described  himself  thus :— "  J.  F.,  of  5,  Sher- 
borne Street,  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  pa- 
rish of  C.:"— ficU,  sufficient.  Skddon, 
app.,  Flatcker,  reap.  14 

Whether  or  not  the  description  is  sufficient, 
may  either  be  matter  of  law  or  matter  of  fact, 
according  to  the  circumstances  of  each  par- 
ticular case.  Aid. 

S^ian  40.— ^sMMbMiU  mt  Os  SmriiiMi, 
1.  The  6  &  7  Viet.  c.  18,  s.  40,  empowers  the 
revising  banister  to  insert  the  qualification 
of  a  voter  in  the  liat,  where  it  has  been 
wkMf  omitted,  or  to  amend  the  description 
where  it  is  insufficiently  stated ;  but  it  does 
not  authorise  him  to  amend  a  qualification 
imperfectly  stated,  by  adding  a  n«»  qualifi< 
cation.  Onwtu,  app.,*  Bmodlir,  resp.  65 
8.  In  a  liat  of  borough  voters,  the  quaUfication 
of  the  appellant  was  described  in  the  third 
column  as  "house  in  succession,"  and,  in 
the  fourth,  to  be  situate  in  "  Batcher  Row." 
It  appeared  that  the  qualification  in  truth 
oonaisted  of  the  successive  occupation  by 
the  party  of  two  houses,  one  in  Butcher 
Row,  the  other  in  Coleham,  in  the  same  bo< 
iMgh;  and  the  revising  barrister  was  called 
upon  to  amend  the  deacription,  by  adding  an 
s  to  the  word  kamte  in  the  third  column,  and 
inserting  Coleham  in  the  fourth ;  which  he 
declined  to  dot— AeU,  that  the  proposed 
amendment  vras  not  one  which  it  was  com- 
petent to  the  revising  bsrrister  to  make. 

Ihid. 
Stetiam  U.^CoHMilidaiei  Appeah. 
I.  The  revising  barrister  has  no  power,  under 
the  44th  section  of  the  6  db  7  Vict.  c.  18,  to 
eonsolidate  appeals  that  do  not  depend  upon 
the  same  atate  of  ^ta,  and  upon  the  same 
deciaion  in  point  of  law.  Prior,  app.,  Wa- 
rmg,  resp.  56 


3.  Where,  therefore,  a  consolidated  case  was 
stated,  involving  the  right  of  four  several 
peraons  to  be  registered  as  voters,  and  ahow- 
ing  different  fticts  as  applicable  to  each — the 
court  dismissed  the  appeal,  for  want  of  ju- 
risdiction. Psge  56 

Section  63. — Notice  of  LUentiom  to  proeecmU 
Appeal, 

The  court  has  no  power  to  entertain  an  appeal 
(where  the  respoYident  foils  to  appear),  un- 
less  the  appellant  has  served  upon  the  re- 
spondent a  notice-sunder  the  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  18,  s.  63— of  his  intention  to  proeecute 
the  appeal,  ten  dear  days  before  the  Jirat 
day  appointed  by  the  court  for  hearing  ap- 
peals, exclusive  both  of  the  day  of  aervioe 
of  the  notice  and  of  the  day  ao  appointed. 
Clarke,  app.,  Beaton,  resp.  76 

Section  73.— iVeio  Claim. 
One  who  is  on  the  register  as  entitled  to  vote 
for  a  county  in  reapect  of  an  occupation  of 
land  above  501.  a  year,  but  who  ceaaes  to 
occupy  the  tosM  land,  and  enters  upon  the 
occupation  of  other  land,  within  the  twelve 
months  neit  preceding  the  31st  of  July,  does 
not  *' retain  the  eame  qualijication  m  de- 
acribed  in  such  register,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  6  &  7  Vict.  e.  18,  a.  4,— although 
the  description  in  the  register  be  general, 
and  sufficiently  large  to  embrace  either  oc- 
cupation ;  and  therefore  he  is  bound,  under 
sect.  73,  to  send  in  a  new  claim  in  respect  of 
such  substituted  occupation.  Burton,  app., 
Gery,  resp.  7 

Section  K^.-^erviee  of  Naice  by  Poet, 
Addreet.]'^Th»  service  of  a  notice  of  objec- 
tion by  post,  under  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c  18,  a. 
100,  is  not  proved  by  the  production  of  n 
stamped  copy,  similar  in  all  reapects  to  the 
notice  left  with  the  postmaater,  aave  that  it 
has  no  external  addrue;  such  copy  not  be- 
ing a  "stamped  duplicate,**  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  BurA,  app.,  Edmarde, 
resp.  45 


III.  Practice  and  Couree  of  Proceeding  i^sa 
Begietratiom  Appeah. 

1.  Ddioery  of  Paper-iooJj.]— The  court  will 
not  permit  paper-books  on  oppeals  under 
the  7  db  8  Vict.  c.  18,  to  be  delivered  after 
the  proper  time,  without  an  affidavit  assign- 
ing some  sufficient  excuse  for  the  defoult. 
Palmer,  app.,  Allen,  resp.  1 

The  confusion  resulting  from  the  transfer  of 
the  attorney*a  business  about  the  time  when 
the  paper-books  should  have  been  deliversd* 
vraa  held  a  sufficient  excuse  on  the  appel- 
lant's psrt  for  their  non-delivery  indue  time, 
— ^K)  books  having  been  delivered  by  the 
reapondent.  Rid. 
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2.  Etaring  i4ppaa/<.]  — The  reipondent  not 
appearing,  upon  an  appeal  being  called  on, 
the  appeal  will  be  diamiaaed,  unleaa  the  ap- 
pellant ia  prepared  with  an  affidavit  of  the 
due  aervice  of  the  notiee  to  the  reapondent, 
required  by  the  6  &  7  Vict,  c  18,  a.  62,  or 
with  a  apecial  affidaTit  of  circmnatancea  to 
bring  him  within  the  proTiao  in  a.  64.  Aid" 
wortA,  app.,  Don,  reap.  Page  87 

3.  Postfomimg  tf  ih»  Haanng.]— The  deci- 
aion  of  the  reviaing  barriater  waa  not  given 
until  Saturday,  the  30th  of  October.  The 
notice  to  the  reapondent,  under  the  6  ^  7 
Vict.  c.  18,  a.  62,  waa  aerred  on  Tueaday, 
the  2d  of  November,  the  first  day  appointed 
kft  hearing  the  appeala  being  the  11th:— 
IfeU,  that  the  caae  waa  within  the  proviao 
in  a.  64,  empowering  the  court  to  postpone 
the  hearing  where  there  baa  not  been  rea- 
aonable  time  to  give  the  notice.  Palmer^ 
app.,  AUeUt  reap.  5 

IV.  FaHkular  Pomtt 
Addreaa  on  notice  aent  by  poat,  45. 


Amendment,  65. 
Apartmenta,  23. 
Building,  23,  51. 
Change  of  qualification,  7. 
Conaolidated  appeala,  56. 
Coata,55. 

Counting-houae,  40. 
Deacription  of  objector,  14. 
Fact,  queation  of,  14,  77. 
Healing  Appeal,  87. 

postponing  hearing,  5. 
Inmate,  29  (lO. 
Lunatic,  committee  of,  92. 
New  daim,  7. 
Notice  of  objection,  14, 77,  79, 

addreas,  where  aent  by  poat,  45. 

to  proaecute  appeal,  76. 
Objection,  notice  of,  14,  77,  79. 

addreas,  where  aent  by  poat,  45. 
Occupying  tenant,  92. 
Paper-hooka,  delivery  of,  1,  3. 
Service  of  notice,  77,  79. 
Succeasive  occupation,  65. 
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